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ABSTRACT
Daly, Sean Fletcher. Perceived servant leadership behaviors and employee outcomes in national
collegiate athletic association division III athletics departments: The moderating role of
trust-in-leader and organizational tenure. Published Doctor of Philosophy dissertation,
University of Northern Colorado, 2020.

ESPN reported that in the 2016–2017 academic year, the National Collegiate Athletic
Association (NCAA) surpassed $1 billion in revenue (Rovell, 2018). Trends in revenue and
business models have caused scholars, educators, and professionals to call for a reform of how
collegiate sport organizations are led (Lapchick et al., 2013; Lopiano & Gurney, 2014). Some
believe servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1977) is the answer (Burton & Peachey, 2013; Dodd et al.,
2018).
Research studies on servant leadership in the sporting context have found it has a positive
impact on the development of an ethical climate (Achen et al., 2019; Burton et al., 2017; Dodd et
al., 2018). Moreover, the literature surrounding the prediction of servant leadership in sports also
posited the motivation to serve as a concept that must be discussed when one considers the
duality of the servant leader (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). Lastly, servant leadership in the
collegiate sports context has been found to accurately predict levels of trust and job satisfaction
(Achen et al., 2019).
Using a quantitative survey-based correlational research design, this study sought to
ascertain whether there was a significant relationship between an NCAA DIII athletics director’s
perceived servant leadership behaviors and their employees’ levels of job satisfaction, affective
iii

organizational commitment, employee engagement, harmonious passion, and job pride. Further
analysis was performed to determine whether employee perceptions (N = 471) of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve accurately predicted said servant leadership behaviors. Lastly,
organizational tenure and trust in the organization’s leader were tested as moderators of the
relationship between employee outcomes and perceived servant leadership behaviors. Results
indicated motivation to serve was a significant predictor of servant leadership behaviors and that
both organizational tenure and trust in one’s leader changed the relationship between some of the
relationships tested, helping to better explain how perceived leadership behaviors of an NCAA
Division III Athletics Director could impact employee attitudinal outcomes.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The world is full of leaders with huge egos and a great deal of leadership abilities. These
leaders may do more harm than good if they are primarily motivated by selfish ambitions.
What we need most are servant leaders with exceptional abilities blended with hearts full
of humility and love. Such leaders can make this world a better place and restore people’s
hope in the future. (Wong & Davey, 2007, p. 11)
Greenleaf (1977) defined the servant leader as one who is interested in serving the needs
of followers first and leading second. Greenleaf’s work on servant leadership stemmed from his
experience as an executive at American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T). He posited that
servant leadership began with the decision to lead for the sake of others instead of for the
personal benefits leadership might bestow (Pekerti & Sendjaya, 2010). It should be noted that
Greenleaf’s work on servant leadership did not flow from empirical research. However, some
recent scholarship argued that even though our biology has evolved, we retain hunter-gatherer
instincts and that our “tribal” selves still expect there to be no differentiation between our
leaders’ public and private selves (Vugt & Ronay, 2014).
Servant leadership is a “holistic leadership approach that calls for the engagement of
followers in multiple dimensions (e.g., relational, ethical, emotional, spiritual), such that they are
empowered to grow into what they are capable of becoming” (Eva et al., 2019, p. 111).
Greenleaf (1977) wrote that a servant leader must have authentic and ethical orientations and
when followers experienced this, they became more engaged and effective in their work. Servant
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leadership helped to fill the research gap on assisting the construction of social identity between
leaders and followers (Chen et al., 2015). It has also been used to better understand how social
learning theory and social exchange theory predicted employee behaviors in the business context
(Madison & Eva, 2019).
Anecdotal evidence has been a common source of information in the area of servant
leadership (Searle & Barbuto, 2010). In light of the large number of studies that have relied on
anecdotal approaches, there has been a substantial and growing need for empirical evidence that
supports the value of servant leadership in the organizational context (Farling et al., 1999).
Consequently, many researchers have worked to define a theory of servant leadership, create a
model by which it could be identified and understood, and design and validate an instrument to
test it (Patterson, 2003; Russell & Stone, 2002; Spears, 2002; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
However, until recently, most such models have been conceptual and failed to consider
antecedents (Beck, 2010).
Servant leadership is not a new theory and has been studied in a variety of contexts to
date; between 1998 and 2018, 196 studies involving servant leadership were published (Eva et
al., 2019). These studies considered the measurement of servant leadership (Barbuto & Wheeler,
2002; Dennis & Winston, 2003; Ehrhart, 2004; Laub, 1999; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
Further research has considered the impact servant leadership has had on the fields of leadership,
education, business, psychology, management, and sales, among others (Burton & Peachey,
2013). Yet since the 1970s, servant leadership has been on the fringes of applied leadership
theory.
An area given very little attention within the field of servant leadership itself has been
intercollegiate athletics administration. Recent studies have considered the impact of servant
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leadership behaviors on the development of an ethical climate in college sports (Burton et al.,
2017; Dodd et al., 2018). However, researchers have called for additional studies—ones that
could help tell the story of why servant leadership had the impact it did (Eva et al., 2019).
Intercollegiate athletics has faced many challenges. The University of Louisville men’s
basketball program, for example, was found to be courting potential recruits and their parents
with the services of prostitutes. In response, the National Collegiate Athletic Association
(NCAA; cited in DeCourcy, 2016) determined in June of 2016 that among other sanctions, the
program would return shared revenue, lose two scholarships, and suspend head coach Rick
Pitino—who was later removed from his position entirely—from the first Atlantic Coast
Conference (ACC) of the 2017–2018 basketball season.
Moral and ethical issues like the one at the University of Louisville have become
increasingly prominent and public in intercollegiate athletics (Burton & Peachey, 2013; Burton
et al., 2017). DeSensi (2014) noted that such issues involved (but were not limited to) human
rights violations, academic fraud, and a lack of both corporate social responsibility and general
respect for others. While one could argue that these issues were isolated incidents that any
organization might face, researchers posited a connection between the amount of money
generated by sports and leadership behavior within athletic departments (Burton & Peachey,
2014; Roby, 2014). Because of this, scholars have called for a renewed look at how leadership is
considered in intercollegiate athletics (Burton & Peachey, 2013; Burton et al., 2017).
In a 2013 ‘call to arms’ for ethical leadership in intercollegiate athletics, Burton and
Peachey asserted that the time has come for us to recalibrate our values. Servant leadership
focuses on putting the needs of followers before those of the organization. Within the athletics
context, a servant leader would consider the needs of the staff before those of the university and
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its sponsors and boosters. Because a servant leader would strive to aid those who followed them
before meeting organizational objectives, they would be the right person to help address the
ethical issues currently facing intercollegiate sports (Burton & Peachey, 2013).
While servant leadership in sports has been investigated before (Dodd et al., 2018; Parris
& Welty Peachey, 2013; Rieke et al., 2008), research is lacking that considers the motivation to
serve as an antecedent of servant leadership behavior. Outside of sports research, Beck (2010)
found some antecedents (e.g., volunteering and leadership experience) were accurate predictors
of whether a leader exhibited servant leadership behaviors. In terms of the benefits of servant
leadership, research found that exhibiting servant leadership behaviors was positively associated
with perceptions of an ethical climate, procedural justice, interpersonal justice, and informational
justice (Burton et al., 2017; Dodd et al., 2018).
Statement of the Problem
As the business of intercollegiate athletics continues to grow, universities are increasingly
focused on generating revenue through traditional revenue streams (i.e., sponsorships, media
rights, and merchandise sales). The past 174 years of college sports have seen drastic changes
unfold in the role sports have played—and the scope of that role—for both universities and their
students. In 1843, when Harvard and Yale faced off on Lake Winnipesaukee in New Hampshire
(Veneziano, 2001), nobody suspected that collegiate sporting would grow into the juggernaut it
is today. According to USA Today’s annual financial report on college sports (Berkowitz et al.,
2017), Texas A&M generated $194.38 million in revenue during the 2015–16 academic year, an
increase of $1.8M over the previous year. While the USA Today (Berkowitz et al., 2017)
database did not include data on private institutions such as Stanford and Notre Dame, it painted
a clear picture that Texas A&M was no anomaly. Indeed, the data suggested more than 28 public
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intercollegiate athletics departments generated more than $100M in the same year. This was a
straightforward indicator of a different kind of intercollegiate sporting—one that was used as a
branding and marketing tool on behalf of the university. If this is the new reality for collegiate
sports, then one must question whether collegiate sports have begun to tread a different path than
its mission prescribed. As Krupa and Dunnavant (1989) noted, the downside of college sports is
the “preoccupation with winning and the fiscal bottom line has sullied [its] integrity… the face
of athletics will appear far different by the year 2000” (p. 33).
Other data related to NCAA athletics departments indicated the collective revenue of
Division I programs drastically increased from $22,846,000 in 2004 to $52,845,000 in 2016—an
increase of 131% (NCAA, 2018). The burden of fighting for more revenue, which was sought to
offset increasing costs and improve universities’ brand exposure, fell directly on the shoulders of
coaches and athletics administrators in the form of recruitment. The NCAA reported that in
Division III, the average operating expenses per institution were $4,265,000 with football and
$2,696,000 without—an increase of 175% from 2004 (NCAA, 2018). With Division III athletes
accounting for 39% of all NCAA-registered student-athletes and 29% of all students at Division
III institutions, it was readily apparent that just as in Division I, student-athletes played an
integral role in the overall business model of Division III institutions. Hums et al. (1999)
expounded on this:
A “win at all costs” attitude still dominates intercollegiate athletics, pressuring coaches
and even administrators to violate NCAA rules in an attempt to sign highly talented
student-athletes or win big games. The financial payoff associated with athletic success
still dominates in “big time” football and basketball. Coaches and athletic administrators
feel pressure from alumni, boosters, and even university administrators to win. (p. 58)
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Over the past 10 years, the NCAA has reported 225 major rules violations across NCAA
Division I, II, and III institutions, an increase of 80% over the previous 10 years (NCAA, 2018).
The NCAA (2017) defined level I, or major, violations as any actions that
seriously undermine or threaten the integrity of the NCAA collegiate model as set forth in
the Constitution and bylaws, including any violation that provides or is intended to provide
a substantial or extensive recruiting, competitive or other advantage, or a substantial or
extensive impermissible benefit. (para. 1)
In 2015—at the same time the University of Louisville was under investigation—the University
of North Carolina was reported to be engaging in consistent academic fraud on behalf of its
athletes (Chiari, 2017). More recently, the University of Minnesota’s athletic ticketing
department was accused of accounting violations; as a result, they are currently under
investigation by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (Chiari, 2017). Responsibility for the
indiscretions of which athletics departments were accused was shared throughout the indicted
organization; however, the locus of control lay where the decisions were ultimately made:
athletics department leadership.
As stated earlier, Burton and Peachey (2013) posited that a revolution of ethical
leadership was needed as we have lost our way and transitioned from altruistic, mission-driven
athletic departments to something much darker. The NCAA (2012) reported that among other
goals, it was committed to the following:
1.

The collegiate model of athletics in which students participate as an avocation,
balancing their academic, social and athletics experiences

2.

The highest levels of integrity and sportsmanship

3.

The pursuit of excellence in both academics and athletics
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4.

The supporting role that intercollegiate athletics plays in the higher education
mission and in enhancing the sense of community and strengthening the identity of
member institutions.

These commitments to a holistic student experience, integrity, and a balance between sports and
academics are idealistic at best when we consider the enormous pressure to increase revenue and
attract sponsorships by accruing athletic prowess in both football and men’s basketball. If
athletic leadership were to adopt a servant leadership philosophy, their focus would shift to
placing the needs of followers—growth, academic success, and professional development—first.
Clearly, however, the culture of college sports has become more closely oriented to external
outcomes.
The current collegiate sports environment is characterized by a clear disconnect between
how athletics departments are philosophically led and the mission of collegiate sports (NCAA,
2018). The focus on revenue growth—an external organizational goal—might correspond with
an increasing disconnect between the goals of the NCAA and the overall mission and purpose of
collegiate sport. This gap demands a greater understanding of the predictors and value of servant
leadership (Burton et al., 2017). As a leadership philosophy, servant leadership is grounded in
putting employees’ needs first (Greenleaf, 1977). In the collegiate sporting context, this could
help athletics directors reestablish a connection with the mission of collegiate sports set forth by
the NCAA. Sport scholars have the unique opportunity to aid university administrators in
determining which leadership behaviors are the most effective. Thus, the exploration of servant
leadership behaviors experienced by athletics department staff members could provide scholars
and practitioners with an important compass to guide the creation of mission-driven athletic
departments.
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By exploring servant leadership in collegiate sports, it could be determined whether it
was valued by athletics directors. Furthermore, by assessing athletics directors’ motivations to
serve, we could better understand why an athletics director would choose this style of leadership.
It was also imperative that we gain insight into the degree to which servant leadership behaviors
predicted an employee’s job satisfaction, engagement, passion, and job pride. This contribution
to the growing body of sport leadership research would help current and future athletics
directors, scholars, and educators continue to advance their understanding of the value of servant
leadership and how it could be operationalized in the workplace.
Given the difficulty of balancing an athletics department’s external objectives with the
needs of athletic administrators, coaches, and athletes, this study employed a correlational design
and quantitative methodology to determine which servant leadership behaviors were exhibited by
directors of NCAA Division III athletic departments and the extent to which those behaviors
influenced employee satisfaction, affective commitment, engagement, passion, and pride.
Purpose of the Study
Branch (1990) found that subordinates’ perceptions of athletics directors’ behavior did
not contribute to the perceived efficacy of the organization itself, a fact he attributed to a general
cynicism in the attitudes of associate and assistant athletics directors toward their leaders (head
athletics directors). Encounters with servant leadership behaviors, however, could counter such
cynicism. Consequently, the purpose of this study was twofold. First was to explore which
servant leadership behaviors NCAA Division III athletics directors valued and whether there was
a relationship between directors’ motivation to serve and the behaviors they designated most
important. The second purpose of this study was to determine which servant leadership behaviors
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athletics department employees experienced from their leader and how those behaviors were
related to employee outcomes.
Hypotheses and Research Questions
The research questions and corresponding hypotheses of this study focused on the
relationship between athletics directors’ servant leadership behaviors and their employees’ levels
of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, and
engagement. After a review of the literature, the following research questions were formulated
and explored and the following hypotheses were tested:
Research Questions
Q1

Does athletics directors’ perceived motivation to serve help predict the servant
leadership behaviors perceived by athletics-department employees?

Q2

Do different levels of servant leadership behaviors by athletics directors, as
perceived by employees within NCAA DIII athletics departments, predict
employee-related outcomes?

Hypotheses
H1a

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived empowerment behaviors (dependent variable).

H1b

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived standing-back behaviors (dependent variable).

H1c

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived accountability behaviors (dependent variable).

H1d

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived forgiveness behaviors (dependent variable).

H1e

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived courage behaviors (dependent variable).
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H1f

H1g

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived authenticity behaviors (dependent variable).
There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived humility behaviors (dependent variable).

H1h

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived stewardship behaviors (dependent variable).

H2

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported job satisfaction (dependent variable).

H3

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported affective organizational commitment (dependent variable).

H4

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and selfreported employee engagement (dependent variable).

H5

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of harmonious passion (the dependent variable).

H6

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of job pride (dependent variable).

H7a

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employees’ self-reported job satisfaction
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with higher levels of trust
(moderating variable) in their leader.

H7b

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employees’ self-reported affective
organizational commitment (dependent variable) will be stronger for employees
with higher levels of trust (moderating variable) in their leader.

H7c

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employees’ self-reported job engagement
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with higher levels of trust
(moderating variable) in their leader.
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H7d

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employees’ self-reported harmonious
passion (dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with higher levels of
trust (moderating variable) in their leader.

H7e

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employees’ self-reported job pride
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with higher levels of trust
(moderating variable) in their leader.

H8a

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variable) and employees’ self-report job satisfaction
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within
the organization (moderating variable).

H8b

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variable) and employees’ self-report affective
organizational commitment (dependent variable) will be stronger for employees
with a shorter tenure within the organization (moderating variable).

H8c

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variable) and employees’ self-report job engagement
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within
the organization (moderating variable).

H8d

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variable) and employees’ self-report harmonious passion
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within
the organization (moderating variable).

H8e

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variable) and employees’ self-report job pride (dependent
variable) will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within the
organization (moderating variable).
Delimitations

This study involved measuring NCAA Division III athletics directors’ levels of
motivation to serve (Ng & Koh, 2010) and their preferences among van Dierendonck’s (2010)
eight servant leadership characteristics. Additionally, NCAA Division III athletics department
employees were asked to rate their levels of job satisfaction (Messersmith et al., 2011), affective
organizational commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990), job engagement (Saks, 2006), organizational
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engagement (Saks, 2006), harmonious passion (Vallerand et al., 2003), and job pride (Todd &
Harris, 2009).
Delimitations related to the generalizability of this study and its research findings were as
follows: (a) athletics directors and athletics department employees might have unique
perspectives on their experiences with working in college sports; (b) the sample population
consisted of athletics department employees of NCAA Division III institutions; and (c) the data
provided an overview of the servant leadership behaviors perceived by athletics department
employees and those employees’ perceptions of their respective athletics directors’ levels of
motivation to serve. The data also provided an overview of servant leadership behaviors
perceived by athletics department employees and those employees’ attitudes and feelings about
their jobs and organizations. It was understood that the results would likely vary across schools,
conferences, and regions. Consequently, the results should not be generalized to schools,
conferences, or regions that were not represented.
Limitations
These concerns were related to the design of the research (Wood et al., 1987). This study
relied on an online survey instrument that involved a self-reported scale of preferences and a
subordinate’s rating of what they experienced from their leader. Studies of this nature might
meet issues related to participation as some individuals might choose not to participate for fear
they would not be anonymous, they lacked experience using online surveys, or simply because
they lacked interest. If participation was too low, then the statistical power and generalizability
of the findings would be negatively affected. The timing of the survey might have imposed a
further limitation on this research. The survey for the current study was administered in the midst
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of the academic year, which for most athletics departments was a very busy time; thus, potential
respondents might have decided not to participate because of a busy work schedule.
The design of this project has been widely used for more than 20 years. Correlational
design has been employed in other leadership projects with success (Beck, 2010) and though the
Servant Leadership Scale (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011) chosen for this study has only
been applied in NCAA Division III institutions twice (Achen et al., 2019; Dodd et al., 2018), it
has been successfully used both within other sporting areas (Burton & Peachey, 2014; Burton et
al., 2017) and within domains of the mainstream business environment (van Dierendonck &
Nuijten, 2011).
Definitions
Athletics Director. Commonly referred to as an athletic director or AD, this individual is
responsible for planning, organizing, leading, and evaluating an intercollegiate athletics
program (Branch, 1990). For the remainder of this project, this individual was referred to
as athletics director.
Leadership Behavior. The manner in which the group leader acts and behaves in the completion
of their leadership role (Branch, 1990). In this study, perceived behavior related to the
chosen behavior exhibited by the athletics director and experienced by departmental
employees.
Servant Leadership. “An (1) other-oriented approach to leadership, (2) manifested through
one-on-one prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests, (3) and outward
reorienting of their concern for self towards concern for others within the organization
and the larger community” (Eva et al., 2019, p. 4).
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Summary
The business of collegiate athletics has taken a drastic turn to a more externally focused
business model. This change in alignment from a mission-drive student-athlete focused model
has also called for a different leadership style. With the confluence of changing goal orientation
and subsequent leadership styles, collegiate athletics has strayed from its mission. The purpose
of this study was to investigate the existence and value of servant leadership in collegiate
athletics. Servant leadership is a leadership style that focuses on internal goals and people before
external variables. The results of this study could help inform college administrators as to how
they could help their NCAA collegiate athletics department become, once again, aligned with the
NCAA mission.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This literature review is organized into four sections. The first explores the development
of leadership theory over the past century and considers how we have moved from a time when
personality traits were considered the most important determinants of a leader to the present
when we consider interactions between leaders, followers, and the organizational context to be
paramount. The second section discusses the theoretical framework and independent variable for
this project, i.e., servant leadership. Finally, the third and fourth sections discuss antecedents of
servant leadership, one of which served as an independent variable for this project.
Leadership Defined
The Egyptian philosopher Ptahhotep is credited with the oldest known written leadership
philosophy:
If you are a man who leads,
Who controls the affairs of many,
Seek out every beneficial deed,
That your conduct may be blameless…
If you are among the people,
Gain supporters through being trusted;
The trusted man who does not vent his belly’s speech,
He will himself become a leader. (Ciulla, 2011, p. 55)
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Ptahhotep’s reference to the value of truth aligned with that of Aristotle in his vision of ethical
behavior. Today, ethical conduct remains a common element of ideal leadership, serving to
bridge ancient and contemporary leadership philosophies. According to Burns (1978), “At the
highest stage of moral development persons are guided by near-universal ethical principles of
justice such as equality of human rights and respect for individual dignity” (p. 42). In today’s
world, leadership offers the business sphere a foundation upon which successful organizations
might be built. In this context, an organization’s leaders have often been regarded as a critical
factor in its success or failure (Bass, 1990).
A serious issue in leadership research is the term leadership has been difficult to define
and evaluate. Indeed, Stogdill (1974) wrote that there were as many definitions of leadership as
there were people who had attempted to define it. Leaders play so many different roles within an
organization that it can sometimes be difficult to discern whether an individual is a leader or a
manager—although we do know that leaders who are effective exhibit a variety of traits and
behaviors. While Stogdill’s comment was likely accurate, we must be concerned in
contemporary society with the ever-growing global nature of the sports industry. Many leaders
are being tasked with increasing satisfaction, organizational citizenship, and commitment while
still achieving bottom-line results—all in a geopolitically diverse environment. The global reach
and highly diverse makeup of the sports environment make it even more important for sports
researchers and practitioners to have a clear understanding and definition of leadership.
In an effort to further refine what we know of leadership, House et al. (2004) studied
global variations in the nature of leadership. Their work with Global Leadership and
Organizational Behavior Effectiveness involved 17,000 people from 62 different countries in the
production of an accepted list of universal characteristics, both positive and negative, of
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leadership. Positive characteristics included being trustworthy, motivational, encouraging,
honest, and dependable, among others. Negative characteristics included irritable, asocial,
dictatorial, and egocentric behaviors (Northouse, 2016). While this study provided leadership
research with a solid foundation of leadership characteristics, it did not result in a single,
generally accepted definition.
Realistically, we all understand that leadership is a dynamic process that might involve
some combination of House et al.’s (2004) positive and negative characteristics. Today’s
contemporary understanding of leadership includes subjective variation: for some individuals,
traits or behaviors are the most important factors while for others, leadership is dependent on the
relationships a leader maintains with their followers. As a result of this subjectivity, the
definition of leadership is a moving target.
Until 1965, you could not look up the definition of leadership. Webster’s Dictionary did
not define the term until the third edition of the New International Dictionary of the English
Dictionary. Borland et al. (2015) explained that to understand leadership, one must understand
the origins of the words lead, leader, and leadership. While such an understanding could prove
useful, a clearer and more practical way of examining leadership is to consider that leadership
involves an individual who has been given the role of creating a path for others to follow—a role
that involves a certain skill or level of skill that this individual has while others, perhaps, do not.
In alignment with this notion is the definition of leadership provided by Rue and Byars
(2009): “the ability to influence people to willingly follow one’s guidance or adhere to one’s
decisions” (p. 465). Russell (2005) similarly defined leadership as the “interpersonal influence
exercised by a person or persons, through the process of communication, toward the attainment
of an organization’s goals” (p. 16). More recently, Northouse (2016) defined leadership as “a
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process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p.
5). These definitions shared a certain similarity. Each considers a leader is process-oriented,
influences others’ achievement of goals, and has a relationship with the group or individual that
follows them.
While these definitions had all the components explained by Borland et al. (2015), it was
the definition offered by Borland et al. that this study took as its operational definition of
leadership. They defined leadership as “an influence relationship aimed at moving organizations
or groups of people toward an imagined future that depends upon alignment of values and
establishment of mutual purposes” (p. 4). The existence of organizational consideration, value
alignment, and the establishment of mutual purpose fit what the literature posited as the accepted
role of a leader. This being said, historic research on leadership provided evidence to support that
a leader’s personality traits, skills, and behaviors could all contribute to who that leader was. In
the following sections, each of these elements is explored.
Trait Theory
For hundreds of years, people have sought a means of identifying the best leader. Famous
leaders have emerged through the ages with unique power to influence others on a massive scale.
We know of exemplary leaders like Martin Luther King Jr., Nelson Mandela, and Mother Teresa,
who did wonderful things for humanity; we also recall leaders like Adolf Hitler and Napoleon,
who were able to organize and motivate masses of people for quite a different purpose. The
search for great leaders and what makes great leaders has been ongoing far longer than the term
leadership has been empirically studied.
Trait theory is one approach to how we look at leadership. In the early 20th century,
researchers examined whether leaders could be defined according to specific traits or
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characteristics. The theory of leadership has been referred to as the “great man” theory because
of its focus on identifying the “innate qualities and characteristics possessed by great social,
political, and military leaders” (Northouse, 2016, p. 19). Furthermore, individuals who possessed
these characteristics where thought to have been born with them, making them unique.
In the mid-20th century, Stogdill (1948) challenged this idea and posited that no
consistent set of traits differentiated leaders from non-leaders across a variety of situations.
Stogdill’s work (1948, 1974) helped researchers define characteristics that were common among
leaders. Characteristics such as the power to drive task completion, the ability to take risks in
problem-solving, and the willingness to accept the consequences of one’s decisions all factored
into Stogdill’s ideas concerning trait theory. These ideas led to the development of what
researchers would call the “five-factor personality model” or the “Big Five personality factors”
(Goldberg, 1990). Factors commonly referred to as the Big Five are neuroticism, extraversion
(surgency), openness (intellect), agreeableness, and conscientiousness (Northouse, 2016).
However, it was also noted at this time that a leader who had the traits necessary for success in
one situation might not be successful in a different one. This further implied a leader who
possessed the necessary characteristics could be trained to be successful in a variety of situations
(Hersey et al., 1996). In the end, the trait approach became a successful model for assessing who
leaders were but it failed to consider the situational variables of individual contexts. This latter
issue was where the question of a leader’s skills began to take center stage.
Skills Approach
The skills approach to understanding leadership differed from the trait approach in that
the former considered learned skills and behaviors to be at the center of leadership (Fleishman &
Hunt, 1973). While researchers did not discount the influence of personality, this emphasis on
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skills brought to the forefront the idea that leadership abilities could be learned and developed.
Katz (1955), whose work identified leadership skills that could be developed, helped bridge the
gap between the trait and skills approaches. His three-skill approach was based on field research
and firsthand experience working with executives and administrators. He suggested that three
basic skills—technical, human, and conceptual—should inform how we define an effective
administrator. His position was based on the notion that traits, while still important, were merely
who leaders were, whereas skills were what they could accomplish.
Another approach to leadership skills was based on a longitudinal study funded by the
U.S. Army and Department of Defense (Mumford et al., 2000) during the 1990s. The goal of this
study was to develop a theory of leadership-based, organizational problem-solving skills. Its
results served as the foundation of the skills-based model of leadership developed by Mumford et
al. (2000). Unlike the trait approach, both the three-skill model and the skill-based model
developed by Mumford et al. assumed if an individual could learn from past experiences and
develop new skills, then they could be a leader.
Behavioral Approach
The behavioral approach, also known as the style approach, “focuses exclusively on what
leaders do and how they act” (Northouse, 2016, p. 71). While it is similar to the trait and style
approaches in that it examines the leader alone, the behavioral approach also takes into
consideration “how the leader interacts with followers in various contexts” (Northouse, 2016, p.
71).
Research in this area determined that leadership behavior consists of two distinct types:
task and relationship behaviors. Task behaviors “help group members to achieve their
objectives” (Northouse, 2016, p. 71); this is often done through goal-setting. Relationship
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behaviors “help followers feel comfortable with themselves, with each other, and with the
situation in which they find themselves” (Northouse, 2016, p. 71).
Two most influential sets of studies related to the behavioral approach were the Ohio
State University studies and the University of Michigan studies, both of which occurred in the
1940s. The Ohio State University studies were developed on the foundation laid by the work of
Stogdill (1948) and supported the notion that it was insufficient to examine a leader’s traits alone
when deciding who would lead. The studies focused on determining how individuals behaved
when leading a group or organization (Northouse, 2016). This served as the springboard for the
development of the 150-question Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ; Hemphill
& Coons, 1957), which was later shortened by Stogdill (1963) into the LBDQ-XII. The results
showed that leaders consistently exhibited two types of behaviors: consideration and initiation of
structure (Stogdill, 1974). Leaders who initiated structure organized work, provided structure,
and clearly defined roles and responsibilities, while leaders exhibiting consideration behaviors
focused on camaraderie, respect, and trust (Northouse, 2016)
Around the same time the Ohio State University studies were being conducted, the
University of Michigan studies were focusing on leadership in small groups—specifically, how a
leader could impact the performance of the led group (Katz & Kahn, 1951; Likert, 1961, 1967).
Research determined that two types of leadership existed: employee-oriented and productionoriented. Employee-oriented leadership is “the behavior of leaders who approach subordinates
with a strong human relations emphasis” (Northouse, 2016, p. 73). This employee-oriented
behavior was very similar to the behaviors the Ohio State studies identified; in both, there was a
focus on the relationship between leader and follower.
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While both studies originally began by considering their respective behavior options
(initiating structure vs. consideration; employee orientation vs. production orientation) to be
mutually exclusive (i.e., a leader would be either one or the other), further research determined
that the behaviors could operate independently—a leader could exhibit some degree of each
(Kahn, 1956). The possibility of synthesizing both behaviors allowed leaders and researchers
alike to further study what level of each would be optimal in a given scenario. Based on this
determination, Blake and Mouton (1985) developed the Managerial Grid—a model that plotted
leadership behaviors on a grid against two factors: (a) concern for people and (b) concern for
productivity. Concern for people referred to “how a leader attends to the people in the
organization who are trying to achieve its goals” (Northouse, 2016, p. 74). Focusing on people
was understood to serve the purpose of building commitment to the organization, developing
trust, and promoting personal worth while maintaining good relations. Concern for production
referred to “how a leader is concerned with achieving organizational tasks” (Northouse, 2016, p.
74). A leader concerned with production would focus on using policies to make decisions,
facilitate product development, and design a workload to help the organization be productive and
accomplish its goals.
From the Managerial Grid (Blake & Mouton (1964, 1985), five different leadership styles
were developed that incorporated a mixture of concern for people and concern for production: (a)
authority–obedience management, (b) ‘country-club’ management, (c) impoverished
management, (d) ‘organization man’ management, and (d) team management. According to
Blake and Mouton (1964, 1985), many leaders do not fall neatly into one of these prescribed
categories. In fact, most leaders employ a “dominant” grid style in a majority of typical
situations but also have a “backup” style to which they revert when under pressure. In the end,
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the behavioral approach is a useful one; indeed, it is used all over the world today. It is highly
effective in training managers to improve their effectiveness and organizational productivity.
Even so, like the trait and skill approaches, research on the behavioral approach failed to show
how leaders’ behaviors were associated with performance outcomes (Bryman, 1992; Yukl,
1994).
Broadly, the evidence supported the position that what made a good leader was not as
simple as who they were, what skills they had, or how they behaved. Contemporary research
pointed to the notion that the situational context in which a leader worked could have significant
influence on how they chose to behave. The following sections explore theories related to this.
Contingency Theory
Contingency theory considers how to appropriately match a leader to a given situation.
Fiedler (1978) suggested that good leadership was contingent on matching a leader’s style to the
right setting. He developed this theory based on his 1964 study of leaders with different styles in
a variety of contexts. The contingency model of leadership (Fiedler, 1964) compared a leader’s
least preferred coworker (LPC) instrument score against three situational variables: (a) leader–
member relations, (b) task structure, and (c) position power. The LPC instrument assessed the
best fit between the leader and the follower by measuring 16 attributes that reflected the
respondent’s feelings about the person with whom they worked least effectively (Bass, 1990).
One could score high on the scale (and be more relationship-motivated) or low (and be more
task-motivated; Bass, 1990).
The model posited that a leader was most effective (having a low LPC score) when three
situational variables are present and strong: good leader–member relations, highly structured
tasks, and strong position power (Fiedler, 1964). Northouse (2016) acknowledged the utility of
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the LPC instrument but also noted in 2016 that the contingency approach advocated for a fixed
leadership style, whereas in today’s dynamic workplace, flexibility was provided by the
situational approach.
Situational Approach
Hersey and Blanchard (1969) expanded on Reddin’s (1967) 3-D management style
theory and developed the situational approach—one of the most effective approaches to
leadership today. This approach and theory have been refined many times since their
development (Blanchard et al., 1993; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977, 1988) and are still used in
organizational leadership and development today. The name “situational approach” explains
precisely what it entails: the model focuses on how leaders act in different situations. The
premise of the theory is “different situations demand different kinds of leadership” (Northouse,
2016, p. 93). In other words, a leader must be able to adapt their leadership style to the situation
in which they find themselves. Schermerhorn (1997) found that leaders who were able to adapt
their behavior to meet the demands of a unique situation were successful.
Northouse (2016) wrote that under this model, leaders focused on task behavior, the
provision of guidance and direction, relationship behavior, the provision of socioeconomic
support, and the readiness of the follower. Hersey and Blanchard (1969) noted that a situational
leader used both supportive and directive behaviors. Directive behaviors are characterized by
guidance, goals, and evaluations. Supportive behaviors are characterized by two-way
communication, supportiveness, sharing, and assistance with problem solving (Northouse, 2016).
Situational leadership also includes four specific leadership types that correspond to the
level of ability of the follower: directing, coaching, supporting, and delegating. As the leader–
follower relationship evolves and the follower’s competence and skills develop, the leader
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eventually transitions from directing that follower to delegating to them. The leader’s emphasis
must be on providing what the follower needs when it is needed. Each follower develops at a
different pace, making it vital that the leader effectively evaluates followers’ progress.
Path–Goal Theory
Path–goal theory, which is concerned with how leaders work with followers to help them
accomplish their goals, has been in the literature for decades (Evans, 1970; House, 1971; House
& Dessler, 1974; House & Mitchell, 1974). Leaders abiding by this theory should be able to
increase follower performance and satisfaction by focusing on follower motivation (Northouse,
2016). Path–goal theory is distinguished from trait, skill, style, and situational theories because it
emphasizes the “relationship between the leader’s style and the characteristics of the followers
and the organizational setting” (Northouse, 2016, p. 115). This is achieved by focusing on the
follower’s motivational needs (i.e., goals). Follower goal attainment is then enhanced through a
system of information or rewards (Indvik, 1986).
House and Mitchell (1974) explained that motivation is generated by establishing
rewards followers could receive by doing their work. Leaders could also motivate by making the
path to goal attainment clear and easy to navigate. This would be accomplished by using
coaching and directing behaviors and removing obstacles to goal attainment, which together
made the work more satisfying to the employee, thereby helping to motivate them. Four
leadership styles were developed to fulfill these conditions: (a) directive, (b) supportive, (c)
participative, and (d) achievement-oriented (House & Mitchell, 1974). House (1996) explained
that for this model to function properly, the leadership style must suit the task and the individual
involved; there must be a fit between the leader’s behavior and the motivational needs of the
follower. Leaders try to enhance followers’ attainment of goals by providing information or
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rewards in the work environment (Indvik, 1986). As Northouse (2016) explained, path–goal
theory is “useful because it continually reminds leaders that their central purpose is to help
followers define their goals and then to help followers reach their goals in the most efficient
manner” (p. 125).
Transformational and Transactional
Leadership
Since the 1980s, transformational leadership has been one of the most popular areas of
leadership research. Bryman (1992) called transformational leadership a part of “new
leadership”, meaning this new(er) approach was more attentive to the charismatic and affective
elements of leadership (Northouse, 2016). Antonakis (2012) found the number of researchers
considering the impact of this leadership type had, over time, grown considerably in many
different fields including business, education, and nursing. The driver of transformational
leadership’s impressive growth has been ambiguous at best but Bass and Riggio’s (2006)
observation that today’s workplace and employees required a leader who inspired, motivated,
and focused on follower development might be related to transformational leadership’s
increasing presence.
Northouse (2016) explained that transformational leadership is a process that changes and
transforms people and is concerned with emotions, values, ethics, standards, and long-term
goals. Downton (1973) originally coined the term transformational leadership but it was Burns
(1978), a political sociologist, who developed the concept. In his seminal work Leadership,
Burns discussed the roles of leadership and “followership.” He explained that leaders, if they
wanted to achieve their goals, must tap into followers’ motives.
In an effort to better explain the role(s) of a leader, Burns (1978) distinguished between
transformational and transactional leadership. Transactional leadership is not so different from
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many of the traditional leadership theories; it too focuses on the exchanges between leader and
follower and how such exchanges impacted organizational outcomes. Bass (1985) described
transactional leadership as the use of contingent rewards and of management by exception. A
contingent reward is one given only after the recipient has successfully completed a task. We
find examples of this in both academia and the business environment. A student turns in an
extra-credit assignment (completes a task), for example, to receive extra points (i.e., a contingent
reward). In the business context, an employee meets their sales goal (task) and receives a bonus
(contingent reward). Bass contended that the use of contingent rewards was the optimal means of
increasing subordinates’ involvement, loyalty, and commitment. The most critical problem with
transactional leadership is that its motivation (i.e., the contingent reward) is only temporary. A
leader of this type seeks only to achieve their immediate goals; they fail to consider the future or
the overall organizational context.
Current research situates transformational leadership contrary to transactional leadership.
Burns (1978) posited the philosophy of transformational leadership promoted leaders who were
involved and engaged with followers in efforts to build shared commitment and achieve goals
together. For over 30 years, transformational leadership has been the predominant leadership
style researched in the context of sports.
While transformational leadership has been found to be positively correlated with
organizational outcomes, the question of its impact in collegiate sports is still being asked. In a
study of NCAA coaches (Choi et al., 2007), transformational leadership was “linked to coaches’
job satisfaction, affective commitment, and altruistic behavior” (Burton & Peachey, 2009, p.
247). Furthermore, Kent and Chelladurai (2001) found that transformational leadership behaviors
on the part of athletic directors led to greater organizational commitment (attachment),
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identification, and involvement of second- and third-tier athletic-department personnel. When
examining which of the transformational behaviors were preferred by coaches, we found that
where athletic administrators exhibited behaviors related to charisma, individualized
consideration, and extra effort, leader effectiveness was more strongly perceived (Doherty &
Danylchuk, 1996).
At a time when the majority of existing research in the area of coach and athletic
administrator satisfaction is related to transformational leadership, I believe servant leadership as
a style should be considered as well. In the following sections of this literature review, I present
support for the value of servant leadership in both the business context along and in collegiate
sporting.
Authentic Leadership
Over roughly the last decade, the theory of authentic leadership has generated a hearty
share of debate. This has been driven by corporations’ desires to have leaders who are genuine
and have integrity (Clapp-Smith et al., 2009; George, 2003). Leaders’ authenticity has been
found to range from low to high and the leadership of authentic leaders could vary contextually
from person to person (Avolio et al., 2004). Most basically, authentic leaders were described as
having high moral character and being “deeply aware of how they think and behave and …
perceived by others as being aware of their own and others’ values/moral perspectives,
knowledge, and strengths” (Avolio et al., 2004, p. 802).
While alternative definitions exist, Avolio and Gardner (2005) characterized authentic
leadership as having the following dimensions: positive moral perspective, self-awareness,
balanced processing, relational transparency, positive moral logical capital, and authentic
behavior. Having a positive moral perspective requires that a leader’s actions be based on
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internalized positive virtues and high moral character (Avolio et al., 2004). Self-awareness
entails authentic leaders’ cognizance of their own strengths, knowledge, beliefs, and values as
well as their open and candid action on those qualities (Avolio et al., 2004). Balanced processing
occurs when a leader objectively weighs multiple perspectives and listens to others when
processing information before making decisions. Relational transparency refers to the open and
transparent manner with which a leader shares informational about themselves with followers
including their personal values, weaknesses, and limitations (Lies et al., 2005). Lastly, when a
leader possesses positive psychological capital, they are confident, optimistic, hopeful, and
resilient (Luthans & Avolio, 2009).
Comparisons of authentic leadership to other leadership theories have yielded both
similarities and distinctions. Authentic leadership has been noted to add an ethical component to
the area of positive leadership (Avolio et al., 2004). This means leaders might be authentic
without being transformational, whereas transformational leaders should exhibit at least some
degree of authenticity. Hoch et al. (2016) agreed, noting there “appears to be significant overlap
between authentic and transformational leadership” (p. 6).
Ethical Leadership
Ethical leadership has been defined as “the demonstration of normatively appropriate
conduct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such
conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decision-making”
(Brown et al., 2005, p. 120). There has been some concern as to whether ethical leadership truly
differed from other forms of positive leadership (such as authentic or servant leadership) but
several studies have shown it to be unique enough to be considered on its own. Ethical leadership
theory focuses centrally on the ethical dimension of leadership rather than relegating ethics to an
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ancillary dimension (Mayer et al., 2009). Furthermore, ethical leadership has been described as
including trait and behavioral dimensions (Brown et al., 2005) including integrity, social
responsibility, fairness, and the willingness to think through the consequences of one’s actions.
Ethical leadership draws on social learning theory (Bandura, 1986). Simply put, an
ethical leader seeks to do the right thing—to conduct their life and execute their leadership role
in an ethical manner (Brown et al., 2005). Through social learning theory, researchers concluded
that ethical leaders influenced followers to behave ethically themselves through behavioral
modeling and transactional leadership behaviors (Bandura, 1986).
In studies that compared ethical leadership with transformational leadership, findings
suggested the two were strongly related (Mayer et al., 2012) with the exception of a study by
Brown et al. (2005) that reported a weak association between ethical leadership and idealized
influence (r = .20; Hoch et al., 2016, p. 6).
Still, argument remained as to whether the theories of authentic, ethical, and servant
leadership were merely transformational leadership repackaged. In pursuit of an answer, Hoch et
al. (2016) performed a meta-analysis to determine whether authentic, ethical, or servant
leadership explained more of the variance than did transformational leadership. The results
showed that servant leadership explained more of the variance associated with job satisfaction
(R² = .59), organizational citizenship behavior (R² = .53), and affective organizational
commitment (R² = .22). This finding verified the importance of using servant leadership as the
theoretical framework for the present study.
Theoretical Framework
College sport administrators have been called to make changes (Burton & Peachey, 2013)
in response to both statistical data and anecdotal information pointing to a record of violations, of
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both laws and NCAA rules, by NCAA athletics departments over the last 10 years. While change
is not uncommon in many industries, the mission at all levels of intercollegiate athletics is to
integrate intercollegiate athletics into higher education so that the educational experience of the
student-athlete is paramount (NCAA, 2017). Accordingly, it must be considered whether the
leadership style currently in use was appropriate. Burton and Peachey (2013) asserted that an
athletic administrator who prioritized the mission of true student-athletes over responding to
external pressures would better fit the future of college sports. Servant leadership (Greenleaf,
1977) as a leadership style invited just that.
Scholars found leaders could have a positive impact on their followers socially (Ferris et
al., 2009) by providing mentorship (Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994) and support (Settoon et al.,
1996). The servant leadership model was built on this very notion. In the following paragraphs,
the development of servant leadership theory and the framework selected for this project are
discussed in detail.
Servant Leadership
Scholars noted that leadership is about more than just accomplishing goals. In fact, many
said a leader’s prime motivation should be a desire to serve (Greenleaf, 1977). In NCAA
Division I collegiate sport environments (NCAA, 2015), a focus on maximizing revenue is
integral to the business model. Revenue generation is not, however, a mission component at
NCAA Division III institutions (NCAA, 2015). When financial goals are absent in this fashion,
many leaders must draw on other forms of motivation. For NCAA Division III athletics
directors, it is critical to foster an environment that inspires coaches and other staff to work hard
every day. To accomplish this goal, servant leadership is the best option.
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Although there is “currently no consensus on a definition or theoretical framework for
servant leadership, Robert K. Greenleaf is widely credited with the development of the concept
of servant leadership and has written extensively on this topic” (Burton & Peachey, 2013, p.
356). Greenleaf (1977) wrote that a servant leader is one who puts other people’s needs,
aspirations, and interests above their own. A servant leader deliberately chooses serving over and
before leading. Servant leaders seek to help their followers “grow healthier, wiser, freer, more
autonomous, and more likely themselves to become servants” (Greenleaf, 1977, p. 13–14). The
most frequently cited definition of servant leadership also came from Greenleaf:
It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first … The difference
manifests itself in the care taken by the servant-first to make sure that other people’s highest
priority needs are being served. The best test … Do those served grow as persons? Do they,
while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, and more likely
themselves to become servants? And what is the effect on the least privileged in society?
Will they benefit, or at least not further be harmed? (p. 13)
The idea of servant leadership, inspired by Herman Hesse’s (1932) book Journey to the
East, was born during Greenleaf’s (1977) career with American Telephone and Telegraph
(AT&T). Hesse’s novel centered on the mythical journey of a group of men. The central figure,
Leo, accompanied the group as a servant who performed only menial tasks. Leo also served as an
entertainer who sustained the party with song; his true role was much greater than that of a
servant. The group functioned well until Leo disappeared; at that point, the group fell into chaos
and, eventually, it abandoned its journey. Years later, the story’s narrator encountered Leo once
more. He soon discovered that Leo, who was no more than a servant in the group’s eyes, was in
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fact the honorary head of the “Order” to which the party had belonged. His true role was to be its
guiding spirit and speaker.
Upon reading this story, Greenleaf (1977) understood that to be a great leader, one should
consider the needs of others first—an idea contrary to the generally accepted models of
leadership of the day. Senge (2006) described a leader as an individual within an organizational
context who had the ability to accomplish goals by telling others what to do. This conception of
leadership envisioned a hero-type figure who stood tall and issued commands in an effort to
accomplish organizational objectives. Greenleaf would say that realizing these organizational
objectives, while important, was not a leader’s duty. Greenleaf would contend that the chief
motive of a good leader, a servant leader, was to serve others such that they could reach their
greatest potential. Furthermore, a servant leader should put the good of their followers over their
own self-interest, emphasizing follower development (Hale & Fields, 2007).
Recently, a three-part definition was proposed that kept in mind a servant leader’s core
goal of fostering the growth and development of their followers over those of the organization
and themselves. Under this definition, a servant leader is
an (1) other-oriented approach to leadership (2) manifested through one-on-one
prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests, (3) and outward reorienting of
their concern for self towards concern for others within the organization and the larger
community. (Eva et al., 2019, p. 4)
The first prong of this definition concerns a leader’s motives. The servant leader’s “otheroriented” approach does not develop from within but from without the leader (Eva et al., 2019)
as Greenleaf (1977) suggested. Rather, an orientation toward others constitutes a move away
from self-orientation. A servant leader, then, is in essence an altruistic, moral person with a
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strongly defined sense of self, character, and psychological maturity (Eva et al., 2019).
Accordingly, leaders who are unwilling to serve others cannot be considered, nor consider
themselves, servant leaders.
The second component of the definition above refers to the mode by which servant
leadership is expressed. It suggests a servant leader sees each individual follower as someone
who is “unique, and has different needs, interests, desires, goals, strengths, and limitations” (Eva,
et al., 2019, p. 114). The servant leader takes the time to understand each follower, both
professionally and personally, in order to help them develop a plan for growth. This is contrary
to most managerial and leadership styles that focus mainly on organizational or departmental
outcomes and fail to consider the nuanced variables that affect each employee’s performance.
The third and final element of this definition describes a servant leader’s mindset. A
servant leader must be focused on follower development, which inherently makes the servant
leader’s position much like that of a trustee. As a trustee, the servant leader must “ensure that
followers and other resources within the organization are responsibly cultivated and grown” (Eva
et al., 2019, p. 114).
In an evaluation of Greenleaf’s (1977) work, Larry Spears (1995), then the Chief
Executive Officer of the Greenleaf Center for Servant Leadership, concluded servant leaders
demonstrated certain specific attributes. In his essay, Spears wrote that listening, empathy,
healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the
growth of people, and building community were all key characteristics of a servant leader.
However, in the same work, he noted that “these ten characteristics of servant leadership are by
no means exhaustive” (Spears, 1995, p. 6).
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In an effort to develop a servant leadership model, Russell and Stone (2002) performed
an extensive literature review and determined that qualities of servant leaders could be classified
into two categories: functional or accompanying. They identified 20 characteristics that could
“include all of the Greenleaf characteristics in some form or another” (p. 146): vision, honesty,
integrity, trust, service, modeling, pioneering, appreciation of others, empowerment and
(accompanying) communication, competence, stewardship, visibility, influence, persuasion,
listening, encouragement, teaching, and delegation.
Many of the functional and accompanying characteristics were found within Greenleaf’s
(1977) work. For instance, from the list of functional qualities, vision (Covey, 1996; DePree,
1997) included foresight and stewardship (Greenleaf, 1977). From the accompanying qualities,
communication (Melrose, 1997; Neuschel, 1998) could include listening and empathy
(Greenleaf, 1977).
More recently, van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) addressed confusion around the
definition servant leadership and determination of what behaviors ought to be included. Over the
past 20 years, researchers have developed many models of servant leadership; the most popular
were those of Spears (2002; see Table 1), Russell and Stone (2002; see Table 2), and Patterson
(2003; see Figure 1). Furthermore, Burton and Peachey (2013) noted there are currently seven
multi-dimensional measures and two one-dimensional measures of servant leadership.
Spears (1995) identified 10 characteristics commonly referred to as the essential elements
of servant leadership (see Table 1). As the former director of the Greenleaf Center, Spears was
best known for developing these characteristics and editing various publications based on the
writings of Greenleaf (e.g., Spears & Lawrence, 2002).
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Table 1
Servant Leadership Behaviors (Spears)
Characteristic
Listening

Empathy

Description
Servant leaders
communicate by
listening first

Servant leaders
demonstrate that they
understand what
followers are thinking
and feeling
Healing
Servant leaders—in
caring for others—
help them to
overcome personal
problems
Awareness
Servant leaders are
attuned to and
receptive to their
social, physical, and
political
environments—and
are therefore able to
understand the greater
context of situations
Conceptualization Servant leaders are
visionary—thinking
about the long-term
objectives of the
organization and
responding to
problems in creative
ways.
Source: Spears (1995).

Characteristic
Foresight

Stewardship

Commitment
to Growth

Building
Community

Persuasion

Description
Servant leaders have the
ability to reasonably
predict what is going to
occur in the future
Servant take up the
responsibilities of
leading followers and
the organization
Servant leaders make a
commitment to each
follower—helping each
person grow personally
and professionally
Servant leaders foster
community—allowing
followers to feel a part
of something greater
than themselves

Servant leader seeks to
convince others, rather
than coerce compliance
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Russell and Stone (2002) identified nine functional and 11 accompanying characteristics
of servant leadership (see Table 2). Critics of this model asserted it was difficult to understand
which attributes were functional and which were (accompanying van Dierendonck & Nuijten,
2011). Lastly, Patterson’s model (2003; see Figure 1) has seven different dimensions. Patterson
took the perspective that servant leadership was about virtues and the leader’s desire to serve was
central to her theory. That theory discussed the importance of virtuosity, which dated back to the
Greek philosopher Aristotle. At its center was the philosophy of “agapao love”—doing the right
thing at the right time. However, as van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) noted, the model lacked
a leadership perspective. In the end, all of the contemporary models addressed the definition of
servant leader behaviors but fell short of achieving comprehensiveness. Van Dierendonck and
Nuijten’s conceptual model of servant leadership (see Figure 2) was developed with all previous
models in mind and accounted for the strengths and weaknesses of each.
Both Spears (2002) and Russell and Stone (2002) provided us with a wide variety of
leadership behaviors that are significant to organizational success. Both works considered the
leader’s position between the individual employee and the organization to be paramount. The
problem that then arose was the great deal of overlap between the two conceptions of servant
leadership including between the individual characteristics themselves. Van Dierendonck and
Nuijten (2011; see Table 3) addressed this issue by creating a list of eight characteristics that
incorporated everything considered by their predecessors (Russell & Stone, 2002; Spears, 2002).
Van Dierendonck and Nuijten’s (2011; see Figure 2) conceptual model of servant
leadership addressed the similarities of the prior models. Their model resembled Chelladurai’s
(1990) multidimensional model of leadership, which has been used for more than 20 years in the
area of sporting and coaching. Like Chelladurai’s multidimensional model of leadership, van
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Dierendonck and Nuijten’s conceptual model considered antecedents, behaviors, moderators, and
outcomes. Their model advanced servant leadership theory by developing a definition based on
“the combined insights of the most influential theoretical models from seven different research
groups” (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011, p. 1229).

Table 2
Servant Leadership Behaviors (van Dierendonck and Nuijten)
Characteristic
Vision

Communication

Honesty & Integrity

Credibility

Trust
Competence

Service

Stewardship

Modeling

Description
Servant leaders establish a
strategic vision for an
organization
Servant leaders articulate their
visions and communicate that
vision
Servant leaders must be
truthful and adhere to an
overall moral good

Characteristic
Pioneers

Servant leaders must elicit in
followers the ability to believe
in their leadership
Servant leaders must foster
trust in their followers
Servant leaders demonstrate
the skills necessary to be
leaders
Servant leaders must possess
the fundamental motive to
serve
Servant leaders take up the
responsibilities of leading
followers and the organization
Servant leaders provide a
visible personal example of
leadership

Appreciation of

Source: van Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011).

Influence

Persuasion

Listening
Encouragement

Description
Servant leaders must take risks,
undertake challenges, and step
out into the unknown
Servant leaders demonstrate
persuasion, personal appeal, and
consultation
Servant leaders influence
change through clear and
persistent communication that is
nonjudgmental
Servant leaders value,
encourage, and care for those
they serve
Servant leaders associate with
and listen to those they serve
Servant leaders believe in and
encourage those they serve

Empowerment

Servant leaders entrust those
they serve to lead

Delegation

Servant leaders encourage those
they serve to take ownership
and responsibility
Servant leaders develop the
talents of those they serve

Teaching
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Figure 1. Leadership, agapao (Patterson, 2003).

Table 3
Servant Leadership Behaviors (Russell and Stone)
Characteristic
Empowerment

Standing Back

Accountability

Forgiveness

Description
Servant leaders share
information with
followers and
encourage selfdirection
The extent to which a
leader prioritizes the
interests of others,
giving them the
necessary support and
credit
Servant leaders clearly
demonstrate what is
expected of them

Characteristic
Courage

Description
Daring to take risks and
try out new approaches to
old problems

Authenticity

Behaving in such a way
that professional roles
remain secondary to
individuals’ identities as
people

Servant leaders are
able to create
environments in which
followers feel safe,
trusting that they are
able to make mistakes
and still be accepted.

Stewardship

Humility

Servant leaders
acknowledge their
limitations and therefore
actively seek others’
contributions to overcome
those limitations
Servant leaders are willing
to take responsibility for
the entire organization and
put the interests of the
organization over and
above their own selfinterests
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Figure 2. Conceptual model of servant leadership (van Dierendonck, 2010).

Conceptual Model of Servant Leadership
Van Dierendonck’s (2010) multidimensional conceptual model was designed to consider
antecedents, leadership behavior, mediating processes, and outcomes. The model posited the
most important aspect of servant leadership was the synthesis of the motivation to lead with the
need to serve. It followed the same design as Chelladurai’s (1990) multidimensional model of
leadership: its antecedents considered situational characteristics (culture), leader characteristics
(motivation), and member characteristics (individual characteristics). The model then considered
the influence of all such characteristics on servant leadership behavior (i.e., van Dierendonck’s
six characteristics). The difference was in van Dierendonck’s model, the leader–follower
relationship and the psychological climate were considered mediators between servant leadership
behaviors and desired outcomes (self-actualization, follower job attitudes, performance, and
organizational outcomes). Furthermore, the model also considered a reciprocal affect. Van
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Dierendonck and Nuijten (2011) claimed employee and organizational outcomes impacted the
future behavior of the servant leader—in essence, if servant leaders perceived positive effects of
their leadership style, they would be motivated to continue to lead in that style, further increased
the quality of their relationships with subordinates, and continued to improve the psychological
climate of the workplace.
Servant Leadership Behaviors
Philosophically speaking, servant leaders believe the needs of their followers should
come before those of the organization of which both leader and followers are part (Greenleaf,
1973). Scholars reported that servant leaders maintained a focus on “others” rather than the focus
on “self” that dominated many other leadership behaviors (Morris et al., 2005). Furthermore,
servant leaders exhibited behaviors that were oriented toward their followers’ needs and
development (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). To fully understand the application of van
Dierendonck’s (2010) model to the workplace, a thorough understanding of the servant leader
behaviors of empowerment, standing back, accountability, forgiveness, courage, humility, and
stewardship should be explored.
Empowerment
Empowerment is experienced when a leader shares information with followers and
encourages self-direction. It is a motivational concept that focuses on enabling people to act
(Conger, 2000). Empowering leaders fosters proactive, self-confident attitudes among their
employees, allowing them to feel a sense of power (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). A
servant leader who exhibits empowering behavior encourages their employees to make their own
decisions and share information that helps them improve their performance (Konczak et al.,
2000). Notably, this means servant leaders share some of their power by giving it away,
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including others in decision-making, and facilitating followers’ effectiveness (Liden et al., 2008).
An important tenet of being a servant leader is believing in each employee’s ability to add value
to the organization and recognizing, acknowledging, and realizing each employee’s ability to
learn and develop.
In college sports, the success of an athletics department relies heavily on the capabilities
of its operational staff—coaches, equipment managers, compliance officers, and sports-medicine
employees—who work together to help athletes and the department succeed. If the athletics
director exhibits empowering behaviors, athletics department staff should feel confident, thereby
becoming more committed and productive.
Standing Back
Standing back refers to the “extent to which a leader gives priority to the interest of
others first and gives them the necessary support and credit” (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011,
p. 252). A servant leader who exhibits this behavior prioritizes the interests of others, ensuring
they receive support in tasks and credit for successes. A servant leader also retreats into the
background when a task has been successfully accomplished.
Accountability
A leader ensures accountability when they set a standard for performance that is within
employees’ control and hold employees to that standard (Conger, 1989). Creating accountability
is a key servant leader behavior because servant leaders believe both that people should know
what is expected of them (Froiland et al., 1993) and that without accountability, the achievement
of goals would be stifled. Accountability allows the servant leader to demonstrate confidence in
their followers and provide them with boundaries within which they can achieve their goals (van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). Other researchers (Finely, 2012; Konczak et al., 2000) agreed
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that servant leaders share responsibility and hold followers accountable for performance within
their control. Finding the right level of accountability has been identified as an important, salient
factor in the development of a high-quality dyadic relationship (Laub, 1999).
Forgiveness
Forgiveness is understanding, appreciating, and expressing empathy toward the feelings
of others (Dodd et al., 2018). It includes the ability to understand and experience others’ feelings
and why they arise (George et al., 2000) as well as the ability to let go of perceived wrongs and
not carry grudges into other situations (McCullough, 2000). Servant leaders can display
forgiveness by creating an atmosphere of trust in which people feel accepted, are free to make
mistakes, and know they will not be rejected (Ferch, 2005).
When a positive psychological climate exists, employees feel supported by, and trust in,
their leader. A climate of trust and fairness also promotes trust between employees and increases
knowledge-sharing and prosocial behavior (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). Past research has
also shown that employees who reported positive feelings of trust and fairness within the
workplace also reported increased levels of satisfaction with their leader and a willingness to
give back (Ehrhart, 2004).
Courage
Courage is defined as daring to take risks and trying out new approaches to old problems
(Greenleaf, 1991). Greenleaf (1991) explained that courage is an important characteristic which
distinguishes servant leadership from other forms. Within organizations, courage is seen as a
way to challenge conventional models of work behavior (Hernandez, 2008). Challenging
traditional workplace behavior fosters proactive behavior, innovative thinking, and creativity
(van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). A servant leader who exhibits courage relies on their own
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values and convictions to govern their actions (Russell & Stone, 2002). Furthermore, a
courageous servant leader is willing to take risks and approach problems from new angles (van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
Authenticity
To be authentic is to express one’s true self in ways that are consistent with one’s inner
thoughts and feelings (Harter, 2002). An authentic leader is acutely aware of their values and
accurately represents themselves in both public and private situations (Peterson & Seligman,
2004). In an organizational context, authentic individuals remain so true to themselves that their
professional roles and obligations are secondary to maintaining this authenticity (Halpin & Croft,
1963). An authentic servant leader in collegiate sports—being aware of who they are and what
they believe in—does not shy away from those beliefs and values regardless of what is asked of
them, either by external forces (such as boosters) or internal ones (like organizational goals).
Scholars have found that authenticity as a leadership style has been positively associated with
improving the psychological capital of followers including assistant coaches and athletes (Kim,
Kim, & Reid, 2017; Kim et al., 2019). However, authentic leadership behavior was also found to
have a negative impact on sport employee creativity (Paek et al., 2020)
Humility
Humility is the ability to properly contextualize one’s own accomplishments and talents
(Patterson, 2003). Hunter et al. (1998) described humility as being without pretense or arrogance.
Research found that a humble leader understands (and can admit) they make mistakes and are
not infallible (Morris et al., 2005). Furthermore, a humble servant leader keeps personal
accomplishments and talents in proper perspective (Dodd et al., 2018). Servant leaders
acknowledge their strengths and weaknesses and use this understanding to engage with those
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they lead. This engagement with others, like empowerment and forgiveness, helps to foster a
positive psychological climate associated with positive workplace outcomes.
Stewardship
Stewardship involves the willingness to take responsibility for the larger institution and
act in the interests of service rather than those of control and one’s self (Block, 1993). Spears
(1995) defined stewardship as holding something in trust and serving the needs of others. In
leading, a steward acts as both caretaker and role model (Hernandez, 2008); in exhibiting
steward behaviors, a servant leader uses their status to set a good example for others. Employees
model this behavior, creating a positive culture of selflessness within the organization.
The current study used this multidimensional model, whose components were outlined
above, to consider how servant leader behaviors affected workplace outcomes. Furthermore, it
was vital to examine antecedents when considering why a leader was a servant leader and what
helped him or her to develop a servant leadership style. Accordingly, motivation served as an
antecedent in this study. As in van Dierendonck and Nuijten’s (2011) conceptual model, trust
and organizational tenure were also considered mediators between employee outcomes—job
satisfaction, affective organizational commitment, engagement, passion, and pride—and the
eight servant leadership characteristics van Dierendonck and Nuijten developed.
Because of the likelihood that “differential effects exist for these characteristics,
depending on specific circumstances or follower traits” (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011, p.
1234), it was important to determine which characteristics had the greatest or least influence on
servant leadership in an organizational context. To address this issue, this study considered these
differential effects by analyzing each characteristic’s value to athletics directors and full-time
staff as well as its impact, if any, on employee outcomes. Chapter III: Methodology presents
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further information as to the hypotheses proposed and the analytical techniques used to address
them.
Servant Leadership in the
Organizational Context
Servant leadership’s benefits are not limited to the relationships between leaders and
followers. As a leadership style, it also benefits organizations “by awakening, engaging, and
developing employees, as well as [being] beneficial to followers or employees by engaging
people as whole individuals with heart, mind, and spirit” (van Dierendonck & Patterson, 2010, p.
5). These benefits could have far-reaching effects beyond mere inspiration. Employees who were
engaged worked harder and often reported greater levels of satisfaction.
Interestingly, Bowman (1997 argued there was no empirical evidence supporting the
existence of servant leadership in the workplace. He explained that while Spears’s (1995)
identification of servant leadership characteristics was important, it was based on only
Greenleaf’s (1977) essay and not on evidence found in research. Sendjaya and Sarros (2002)
posited that one of the reasons servant leadership research was sparse was some might consider
“servant leadership” an oxymoron. Indeed, the pair cast the idea that an organization’s leader
could also serve it was an unlikely one. The concept of a leader who served and a servant who
led was, admittedly, difficult to grasp. In any case, many researchers considered servant
leadership to be an untested theory and suggested the impacts of servant behaviors on leadership
and organizational outcomes like job satisfaction must be justified by additional evidence.
In a meta-analytic study that considered how servant leadership manifested in the
organizational context, Parris and Welty Peachey (2013) examined 39 different studies to
“provide an evidence-informed answer to how does servant leadership work, and how can we
apply it” (p. 377). Their findings identified seven different themes of servant leadership that were
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applied across various contexts. Not every topic the pair uncovered was discussed in this paper
but those applicable to the purposes of this research were explored.
To make one’s organization effective, a leader must succeed in motivating followers at
the divisional and even departmental levels. For example, an athletics director who could not
clearly communicate with and motivate teams that were not in the public eye was unable to
effectively manage their organization. Using a servant leadership style has been connected to
increased trust in both leader and organization (Joseph & Winston, 2005; Pekerti & Sendjaya,
2010), greater team effectiveness (Hu & Liden, 2011; Schaubroeck et al., 2007), and improved
collaboration (Irving & Longbotham, 2007). Furthermore, an important part of an athletics
director’s job is to inspire their employees to go above and beyond their formal job descriptions.
This concept, called organizational citizenship, has also been positively associated with the
servant leadership style (Ebener & O’Connell, 2010; Hu & Liden, 2011; Walumbwa et al.,
2010).
To consider only the bigger picture within an organization is not appropriate. Factors
such as team effectiveness and organizational citizenship are important but they do not always
tell us how a leader could affect the individual. The application of a servant leadership style has
been positively associated with job satisfaction (Cerit, 2009; Jenkins & Stewart, 2010; van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011), decreases in employee turnover (Yavas et al., 2011), and
increases in employee commitment (Cerit, 2010; Jaramillo et al., 2009). While these areas by no
means constitute an exhaustive list of the ways in which servant leadership has been shown to
positively affect employee and organizational outcomes, they supported this study’s selection of
employee-level (job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, job engagement) and
organization-level (affective organizational commitment, organizational engagement) outcomes.
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Antecedents of Servant Leadership
To conform to the understanding accepted in existing literature, one must acknowledge
that servant leadership is a set of behaviors and not a set of personal characteristics (Liden,
Panaccio et al., 2014). Therefore, in an effort to better understand why a leader would choose a
servant leadership style, research must focus on the antecedents of said behaviors.
Existing studies have approached servant leadership as just another form of leadership.
They have posited and supported the notion that when a specific pattern of servant leader
behaviors existed (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Russell & Stone, 2002; Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002;
Spears, 1995; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011), positive organizational outcomes could be
expected. This growing body of literature cited many advantages including group performance
(Hu & Liden, 2011), increased job satisfaction (Mayer et al., 2008), and increased organizational
citizenship behavior (Walumbwa et al., 2010).
Unlike many studies related to servant leadership outcomes, this study examined the role
motivation to serve played as an antecedent of servant leadership. Researchers indicated that
dispositional measurements of leadership predicted leaders’ behavior (Barbuto & Scholl, 1998).
Furthermore, a formidable quantity of research identified antecedents of leadership by
considering personality traits, life experiences, and motivation. To date, very little research has
been conducted on antecedents of servant leadership in particular (Beck, 2010; Ng et al., 2008)
and none could be found that considered servant leadership in the context of collegiate sports.
The work of Stogdill (1948), who argued that one does not become a leader by virtue of
possessing some certain combination of traits, continued to be considered important in the
development of leadership as an academic field. Subsequent research also argued that, indeed,
leaders who possessed the requisite traits must also take certain actions to be successful
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(Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991). To determine the difference between a leader and a non-leader,
Kirkpatrick and Locke (1991) cited these six traits: drive, desire to lead, honesty/integrity, selfconfidence, cognitive ability, and knowledge of the business. Furthering this vein of research,
Zaccaro et al. (2004) defined leader traits:
Relatively stable and coherent integrations of personal characteristics that foster a
consistent pattern of leadership performance across a variety of group and organizational
situations. These characteristics reflect a range of stable individual differences, including
personality, temperament, motives, cognitive abilities, skills, and expertise. (p. 104)
Recent research related to antecedents of servant leadership cited community service
(Beck, 2010), number of years in current position (Beck, 2010), and motivation to serve (Ng et
al., 2008) as important characteristics to consider. In his sequential explanatory research on the
antecedents of servant leadership, Beck (2010) collected data from 499 leaders and 630 raters
from community leadership programs within the United States; he later interviewed 12 of the
leaders to explain his results. This research led Beck to several findings: (a) the longer a leader
was in their position, the more frequently they exhibited servant leadership behaviors; (2) leaders
who volunteered at least one hour per week demonstrated higher levels of servant leadership
behaviors; (c) servant leaders influenced others by building high-trust relationships; (d) servant
leaders demonstrated an altruistic mindset; (e) servant leaders were characterized by
interpersonal competence; and (f) servant leaders might not necessarily lead from the front or the
top of the organization (Beck, 2010).
Motivation to Serve
While it was Greenleaf (1977) who laid out servant leadership’s essential foundation and
how it manifested in the workplace, the first conceptual framework detailing the underlying

50
process of servant leadership was presented by van Dierendonck (2010). The first component of
this multidimensional framework was antecedents and consciously choosing to become a servant
leader was an important antecedent to consider and a key foundational component of the model.
Servant leadership was just one leadership philosophy that dealt, like the others
mentioned previously, with a specific approach to power. Power could manifest through personal
characteristics like honesty, fairness, and justice (Russell, 2005). Because a servant leader puts
others first and seemingly handles power differently from other leadership philosophies, it was
important to consider why a leader would choose to be a servant. Furthermore, research on
motivation to serve has been neglected in the servant leadership literature (van Dierendonck,
2010).
Power is a strong motivator. Power as a motivator here referred to having a need to make
an impact and to be strong and influential (McClelland & Burnham, 2003). Some scholars
argued that leaders with a more pronounced need for power were more effective (Andersen,
2009). While this might be true, it has also been argued that a servant leader’s apparently low
need for power (Graham, 1991) was simply a different way to approach making an impact. In
fact, some research showed some leaders felt the need for power because they wished to use that
power to help others (Frieze et al., 2001). Moreover, in previous work related to servant
leadership, Patterson (2003) presented a model that called for agapao love. This type of power,
whose name derived from the Greek term for moral love, is one that encourages humility and
altruism. It entails doing the right thing, at the right time, and for the right reason.
The creation of a new kind of leadership—a leadership philosophy that incorporates the
need for power not for its own sake but for service to others—is important in today’s workplace.
Motivation to serve is an “individual difference construct that describes a leader’s inclination or
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willingness to promote the interest of his or her subordinates” (Ng et al., 2008, p. 128). Greenleaf
(1977) explained that as a servant leader, one must have both the motivation to lead and the need
to serve. Greenleaf (1991) defined this idea more explicitly when he explained servant leadership
as
a new kind of leadership model—a model which puts serving others first as the number
one priority. Servant leadership emphasizes increased service to others; a holistic
approach to work; promoting a sense of community; and the sharing of power in decision
making. (p. 33)
The possession of motivation to serve could also be explained by social consistency
theory (Aronson, 1969). Social consistency theory has been described as the most accurate way
to explain the relationship between motivation to serve and servant leadership behavior (Amah,
2015). Related to cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), social consistency theory
postulated that dissonance—a compulsion to achieve consistency between one’s attitudes,
beliefs, motives, and behaviors—could be best explained by considering the idea of the selfconcept. The theory went on to suggest that when a person’s view of self was not consistent with
their external behavior, they experienced cognitive dissonance (Aronson, 1969, 1997). In
contrast, when a person’s view of themselves was consistent with their behavior, they could
“maintain a self-concept that is stable, predictable, competent and morally right” (Metin &
Camgoz, 2011, p. 134).
In line with social consistency theory, the behaviors exhibited by a servant leader must be
consistent with their self-concept to avoid dissonance. That suggested that as a leader’s desire to
serve grew stronger, they would express servant behaviors to a greater degree. This study
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included the motivation to serve as an antecedent to help explain differences among servant
leader behaviors exhibited by athletics directors as experienced by their subordinates.
Moderators of Servant Leadership
In a statistical model, moderation occurs when the relationship between two variables
depends on the effect of a third. A moderating variable, in this case, was one that helped explain
the strength of the relationship between employee outcomes and the perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors. In this correlational study, the moderator was analyzed to
determine what effect it had on the relationship between the independent and dependent
variables.
Organizational Tenure
Leadership research found that servant leadership could have a positive impact on
employee attitudes (Mayer et al., 2008; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). Furthermore,
leadership scholars have called for the study of the effect of moderators in leadership behavioral
studies (Liden et al., 2008). Some scholars suggested organizational tenure as a moderator could
help explain the differences in subordinate attitudes often present in leadership research (Wright
& Bonnet, 2002).
Previous research found a significant relationship between an employee’s organizational
tenure and their openness to their leader’s behaviors. Gould (1979), for example, found shorttenure employees valued complexity more highly than did long-tenure employees. Short-tenure
employees are in the early stages of their careers within an organization and are more eager to
develop those careers (Chan & Mak, 2014). Moreover, short-tenure employees are more likely to
accept modern management techniques like servant leadership in their daily practice (King &
Bu, 2005; Wright & Bonnet, 2002).
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Scholars have suggested that organizational tenure could help explain the differences
among subordinates’ perceptions of leadership behavior (Wright & Bonnet, 2002). Short-tenure
employees placed higher value on intrinsic motivation because they were more focused on career
development (Huang et al., 2006) while long-tenure employees tended to prioritize task
accomplishment so they could focus on social and family goals (Hui & Tan, 1996).
Chan and Mak (2014) studied the impact of organizational tenure on the relationship
between servant leadership and trust in one’s leader. The results indicated employees’
organizational tenures averaged 9.15 years; the pair operationally defined “short-tenure” as less
than nine years and “long-tenure” as more than nine. The researchers’ findings indicated
organizational tenure had a significant impact on the relationships between servant leadership
and both job satisfaction and trust in one’s leader. This supported the results of previous work
that also found a moderating effect of organizational tenure on the relationship between affective
organizational commitment and the leadership behavior of supervisor involvement (English et
al., 2010).
Servant leadership is considered a modern management style but it is still not fully
understood. It has been recommended that studies include organizational tenure to help explain
subordinate attitudinal differences but, to date, this inclusion has not been made within the
context of sports. Therefore, it is highly plausible that because of servant leaders’ focus on the
development of their subordinates, servant leadership behavior would have a more positive
impact on those who would be considered short-tenure employees (i.e., those with tenures
shorter than the mean).
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Trust in Leader
Trust could have a significant impact on the relationship between leader and follower and
has been studied extensively (Argyris, 1962; Joseph & Winston, 2005; Podsakoff et al., 1990;
van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). Trust involves a certain level of vulnerability and
dependability between leader and follower (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). Trust in leader
refers to the degree of belief and loyalty in the leader as determined by members’ evaluations
(Podsakoff et al., 1990). Scholars found that trust consisted of three components: ability,
benevolence, and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995).
In NCAA Division III athletics, it was often found that the athletics director was, at one
time or was still currently, a coach (Kim, Kim, & Wells, 2017). For them to develop trust in their
staff, they would have to demonstrate they had special techniques, capabilities, and
characteristics that might include formal processes but also informal methods (Kim, Kim, &
Wells, 2017). Furthermore, an athletics director could develop trust by showing benevolence,
which was the level of belief that the athletics director assisted their staff economically and
uneconomically (Kim, Kim, & Wells, 2017). Lastly, the athletics director could develop trust by
exhibiting integrity, which was defined as “the trustor’s perception that the trustee adheres to a
set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable” (Mayer et al., 1995, p.124). In the context of
collegiate athletics, trust in the leader (athletics director) would depend on the degree to which
their staff believed in their ability, benevolence, and integrity.
In the general business context, servant leadership has been found to be a predictor of
trust in relationships that require it (Chan & Mak, 2014). Furthermore, evidence supports that
higher levels of perceived servant leadership behaviors have a positive impact on perceived trust
between leader and follower (Pekerti & Sendjaya &, 2010; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
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Trust in one’s leader is important for a number of reasons. Higher levels of trust have
been found to positively influence team performance (Dirks, 1999), job satisfaction (Chan &
Mak, 2014), knowledge-sharing (Meng et al., 2016), and organizational trust (Joseph & Winston,
2005). Trust has been found to support these outcomes in a variety of workplace environments
including civil service (Reinke, 2003), sales (Dannhauser & Boshoff, 2006), and manufacturing.
Servant leadership theory explains that a servant leader puts the needs of their employees
first (Greenleaf, 1977) and helps them to “grow healthier, wiser, freer, and more autonomous”
(Greenleaf, 1977, pp. 13–14). Moreover, a servant leader creates opportunities for subordinates
to share their concerns, which builds strong trust in that leader (Whitener et al., 1998).
Based on the findings of previous research, it could be surmised that servant leadership
behaviors have a positive impact on the business environment and that when employees trust
their leader, they are more likely to report higher levels of job satisfaction and similar outcomes.
This confirmed the importance of evaluating how trust in one’s leader moderates the relationship
between leadership behaviors and outcomes. Furthermore, since this effect has remained largely
untested within the collegiate sports context, its exploration would also help the sport
management research community progress.
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Employee Attitudes
Employee Satisfaction
Employee satisfaction has been a valuable part of leadership research for decades—one
of the more important outcomes of the University of Michigan and Ohio State University studies
from the 1940s and 1950s (Yukl, 1994). Bass (1990) contended that employee satisfaction
remained one of the most important and frequently measured indicators of a leader’s impact.
Howell and Higgins (1990) offered, “Leadership research has focused on a variety of outcomes
such as satisfaction” (p. 249). Gerhart (1987) defined job satisfaction as “a function of what one
wants from one’s job and what one perceives it as offering” (p. 366). According to Locke (1976),
job satisfaction referred to a state of positive emotion resulting from an individual’s appraisal of
their job experience.
The literature in this area explained that both satisfaction and dissatisfaction lay in a job’s
content, in its context, or in both simultaneously (Dunnette et al., 1967). This supported the
notion that one’s leader and their behavior, in context, could affect an employee’s satisfaction
levels. With respect to the sports industry in particular, Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003)
explained that in the context of coaching, satisfaction was related to organizational factors like
productivity and efficiency, and dissatisfaction was related to too much demand and too little
support.
In more recent research, Knight et al. (2015) qualitatively considered work-environment
factors that contributed to coach turnover. They found coaches desired support from athletics
department administrations to help advance their careers and optimize their work environments.
This is a clear example of leader support, which is a tenet of servant leadership. Because of this
positive relationship, job satisfaction was measured as an outcome in this study.
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Affective Organizational
Commitment
Organizational commitment concerns how an employee feels about their organization as
a whole. It can be distinguished from job satisfaction in that while the latter relates to the job
alone, organizational commitment relates to the entire organization of which an employee is part.
Organizational commitment was originally defined as “the relative strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in a particular organization” (Mowday et al., 1979, p. 226).
More recently, Allen and Meyer (1996) defined it as “a psychological link between the employee
and his or her organization that makes it less likely that the employee will leave the
organization” (p. 252).
In the model developed by Allen and Meyer (1990), organizational commitment was
divided into three distinct constructs: affective commitment, continuance commitment, and
normative commitment. Originally termed affective attachment, affective commitment referred
to an employee who had an “emotional attachment to the organization such that the strongly
committed individual identified with, was involved in, and enjoyed membership in the
organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 2). Kanter (1968) described this “cohesion commitment”
as “the attachment of an individual’s fund of affectivity and emotion to the group.” (p. 507).
The second construct, which Allen and Meyer (1990) called continuance commitment
and had been known as perceived cost, referred to the economic choice an employee must
consider when deciding whether to leave an organization. This construct was defined by Kanter
(1968) as “that which occurs when there is a ‘profit’ associated with continued participation and
a ‘cost’ associated with leaving” (p. 504). It was later redefined by Stebbins (1970) as “the
awareness of the impossibility of choosing a different social identity… because of the immense
penalties in making the switch” (p. 527). Allen and Meyer (1996) defined continuance
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commitment as “commitment based on the employee’s recognition of the costs associated with
leaving the organization” (p. 253). In other words, employees characterized by this sort of
commitment remained with the organization because they must.
The third and final construct, normative commitment, was originally considered a
construct of obligation rather than one of commitment. This type of commitment was based on
the employee’s feelings of responsibility to the organization. Weiner (1982) defined normative
commitment as the “totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a way which meets
organizational goals and interests” (p. 471). Allen and Meyer (1996) defined normative
commitment as “commitment based on a sense of obligation to the organization” (p. 253).
Employees who felt a strong normative commitment remained because they feel they ought to do
so.
Affective organizational commitment has been shown to have a positive relationship with
employee outcomes in collegiate sports such as decreased employee turnover (Choi et al., 2007),
increased levels of job satisfaction (Kent & Chelladurai, 2001), and increased levels of
organizational citizenship (Burton & Peachey, 2014; Wells et al., 2014). Accordingly, because
affective commitment has been found to be have a positive impact on the variables examined in
this study, it was included in this study.
Employee Engagement
Employee engagement has been written about extensively in areas considered to be more
practitioner-focused (Robinson et al., 2004). Due to the lack of empirical research in this area,
some have considered the topic to be “old wine in a new bottle.” Kahn (1990) defined personal
engagement as “the harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles; in
engagement, people employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally
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during role performances” (p. 694). Likewise, Kahn described personal disengagement as “the
uncoupling of selves from work roles; in disengagement, people withdraw and defend
themselves physically, cognitively, or emotionally during role performances” (p. 694). As per the
definitions provided by Kahn (1990, 1992), it could be surmised that engagement means being
psychologically present when occupying and performing an organizational role.
Engagement has been associated with other important employee outcomes such as
organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Robinson et al.
(2004) stated:
Engagement contains many of the elements of both commitment and OCB but is by no
means a perfect match with either. In addition, neither commitment nor OCB reflect
sufficiently two aspects of engagement—its two-way nature, and the extent to which
engaged employees are expected to have an element of business awareness. (p. 8)
The work of Kahn (1990) as well as that of Maslach et al. (2001), Robinson et al. (2004), and
Saks (2006) revealed the value of understanding employee engagement in any organization.
Studies have shown that job engagement is positively related to employee outcomes
(Christian et al., 2011; Rich et al., 2010). Researchers also considered which antecedent
conditions contributed to engagement. Kahn (1990) explained that the fulfilment (or lack
thereof) of three psychological conditions—psychological meaningfulness, psychological safety,
and psychological availability—contributed to engagement (or disengagement) at work.
Furthermore, employees might view their supervisor’s orientation toward them as indicative of
the organization’s level of support (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). One should consider
supervisor behavior an accurate predictor of employee engagement (Saks, 2006).
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Outcomes associated with employee engagement have been found at individual (Kahn,
1990) and organizational levels (Zhong et al., 2011). At the individual level, researchers found a
leader’s style accurately predicted employee engagement, which led to higher performance
ratings (Breevaart et al., 2016). Leadership styles contain specific behaviors that affect how a
leader is perceived. Research has shown that leaders who exhibited servant leadership behaviors
such as humility and helping others enjoyed the strongest impacts on follower engagement
(Sousa & van Dierendonck, 2017). While there is still debate as to which leadership behaviors
most strongly impact job and organizational engagement, it is clear servant leadership behaviors
have proved positively related to this outcome; they were included in the study accordingly.
Passion
Emotion influences employees’ attitudes and behaviors within the workplace (Ashkanasy
et al., 2002). Moreover, sporting and emotion are connected—something that should be
considered when researching behaviors and outcomes associated with sports employees
(Swanson & Kent, 2017). Emotion is widely considered a positive element of sporting as we see
it play a key role in producing passionate athletes and coaches. In college sports, we see passion
take the form of nostalgia for an alma mater and act as a driving force behind identification with
an institution.
It is important to note that sport literature has yet to fully study and explain the role
emotion plays in how employees behave within the sport workplace (Todd & Kent, 2009).
Previous research in the management domain supported the notion that emotional constructs
could lead to organizationally relevant attitudes and behaviors (Ashkanasy et al., 2002). Taylor et
al. (2008) posited that the irrational behaviors commonly associated with sports could be
considered forms of passion. In their conceptual model of passion and pride, Swanson and Kent

61
(2017) suggested these positive emotions led to positive outcomes, an assertion seconded by
Ashkanasy et al. (2002) and Vallerand (2010).
Passion has been conceptualized as a strong emotion that can, as long as reason continues
to govern behavior, be positive (Vallerand et al., 2003). A second definition, however,
considered passion in connection with its Latin root, passio, literally “suffering.” From this
perspective, passion might be considered negative, owing to its association with the loss of
reason and control (Vallerand, 2010). In the context of its study in the workplace, passion has
been conceptualized in two different ways: harmonious and obsessive. Harmonious and
obsessive passion are respectively considered positive and negative emotions and have been
found to positively and negatively affect employee outcomes (Swanson & Kent, 2017).
Harmonious passion is a “a strong desire to freely engage” and is the result of autonomous
internalization in which individuals willingly accept an activity (or object) as important (Marsh
et al., 2013, p. 797). Obsessive passion is defined as a “strong and uncontrollable urge to partake
in the activity” (Bélanger et al., 2013, p. 2). Research suggested the difference between the two
forms of passion lay in the locus of control. Harmoniously passionate individuals freely engage
in an activity, whereas obsessively passionate participants feel compelled to engage by external
sources like social pressures.
Pride
Pride has been studied as a moral virtue since the age of Aristotle (384–322 BCE). It has
been defined as a positive construct related to dignity, self-efficacy, and a sense of personal
value (Wärnå et al., 2007). In the sporting context, pride is most notably discussed as an outcome
between players and coaches (Maraniss, 1999). Coaches hope to instill their athletes with pride:
pride in their work, pride in their team, and pride in their institution. In the team environment,
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pride has been positively associated with team cohesion and success (Weinberg & Gould, 2007).
In the context of collegiate sports, if employees feel pride in their organization, then perhaps they
too will feel increased levels of connection, manifesting as increased commitment and
engagement. In van Dierendonck’s (2010) model of servant leadership, no behaviors associated
with building passion or pride were present.
Todd and Harris (2009) posited that pride in one’s organization could lead to positive
employee outcomes like job satisfaction. Swanson and Kent (2017) noted that “other than Todd
and Harris (2009) the study of passion and pride in the workplace is notably absent” (p. 353).
Furthermore, Swanson and Kent found that both passion and pride “were significantly related to
affective commitment, job satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational citizenship
behavior” (p. 358).
Whether or not a servant leader could inspire passion and pride within sports employees
has yet to be researched. Scholars have noted that servant leaders created stronger, more trusting
relationships than those developed by transformational, authentic, or ethical leaders (Hoch et al.,
2016). If servant leaders are known to put their employees first and focus on their development,
then perhaps they could impact levels of passion and pride as well. Although the idea has not
been validated by the literature, I proposed for the purposes of this study that servant leadership
behaviors, when experienced by sporting employees, would induce levels of passion and pride
higher than those felt by employees not exposed to servant leadership behaviors.
Servant Leadership in Sports
The NCAA (2012) serves 350 Division I institutions as well as many other institutions in
Divisions II and III. The mission of the NCAA is to “maintain intercollegiate athletics as an
integral part of the educational program and the athlete as an integral part of the study body” (p.
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1). While the market economy would have us believe that college sporting is simply a revenueproducing monster, it is also a place where education, life, and sport come together for nonfootball and -basketball coaches and athletes. Because of this, leaders within college sports
should consider a servant leadership model. Katz et al. (2012) provided further support for this
position:
As the individuals charged with governing college sports, we have a responsibility to act.
These events [at PSU] should serve as a call to every single school and athletics
department to take an honest look at its campus environment and eradicate the “sports are
king” mindset that can so dramatically cloud the judgment of educators. (para. 36)
Mainstay research in college sports has mostly focused on transformational and
transactional leadership for more than 15 years. Current leadership research, however, is moving
away from these areas and toward a stronger emphasis on shared and relational perspectives with
a focus on the interaction between leader and follower as a key element (Avolio et al., 2009; van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011; van Dierendonck et al., 2014).
In Burton and Peachey’s (2013) call-to-action essay, the pair posited that “athletic
directors adopting servant leadership would establish an organization that focuses first on how to
best support the development of the student-athlete, and through this development, facilitate
organizational objectives” (p. 357). This shift in how we see the role of athletic administrators is
important if we are to remain focused on the NCAA’s (2012) student-athlete-centered mission.
As we know, this servant leadership approach stands in contrast to objectives-focused leadership
styles. While the achievement of organizational objectives is important, “if we focus entirely on
that then we may lose sight of the development of the student-athlete, as witnessed by the need
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for increased revenue that appears to drive the focus of many intercollegiate athletic programs”
(Burton & Peachey, 2013, p. 358).
Servant leadership has been shown to have an impact in collegiate sports. In a study of
athletic-training clinicians, Sauer (2013) found a positive relationship between servant leadership
behaviors exhibited by the clinicians and student satisfaction. Yusof (1998) found a positive
relationship between athletics directors’ transformational leadership behaviors and employee
satisfaction. Furthermore, Kim et al. (2012) found all three dimensions of transformational
leadership had significant effects on levels of employee commitment to both their athletics
director and the athletics department. From this finding, Kim et al. concluded that
transformational leadership had the potential to significantly affect commitment to both
individuals and organizations. Organizational commitment also had a positive impact and played
a mediating role on employee satisfaction. This showed that leadership behavior could have an
influence on the satisfaction of athletics department employees.
Servant leadership was also found to influence job satisfaction in non-collegiate sports. In
a study of sport employees in Western Iran, Eidipur et al. (2013) identified a positive correlation
between servant leadership and job satisfaction, also finding that servant leadership predicted
27% of the variance in job satisfaction. While the context of this study could be considered
inapplicable to the U.S. sporting context, the study was important insofar as it supported the
existence of the relationship between servant leadership and job satisfaction. The lack of U.S.
literature on this topic supported the significance of the current project.
Summary of Literature
For centuries, people have looked to leaders to help them accomplish their goals.
Leaders were once thought to be born great (Carlyle et al., 1999) but as history progressed and
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our interest in studying leadership phenomena increased, researchers realized that great leaders
were not characterized by inborn traits but by learned skills and elective behaviors. Leadership at
its roots is about motivating people but how this motivation takes place varied according to
factors such as the motivated individual’s maturity, experience, personal goals, and the
complexity of their task.
Currently, we are seeing a revolution of sorts. For decades, transformational leadership
was considered the best way to lead but today, many are beginning to suspect otherwise. In
various sectors of the social sciences, servant leadership is becoming a more popular way to lead.
With its focus on development, integrity, humility, and placing people above organizations,
evidence supported that servant leadership behavior had strong positive relationships with job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and engagement. Evidence also suggested that
leadership could influence an employee’s levels of passion and pride, which were themselves
strongly related to positive employee outcomes. Still, research in the area of antecedents was
minimal in general leadership literature and non-existent in sports literature.
Eight research hypotheses were developed from the literature reviewed above and the
framework of the current study. Below is an explanation for each hypothesis.
H1a – h

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee
perceptions of an athletics director’s motivation to serve (the independent
variable) and their perceived servant leadership behaviors (the dependent
variable).

Greenleaf (1977) was the first scholar to propose that a leader could work with dual
purposes: the desires to serve and to lead. Like many leadership styles, servant leadership
considers an individual’s specific approach to power. Power is a critical component of
leadership. Some scholars argued that leaders who desired power were more effective (Andersen,
2009) or that leaders should choose love through humility and altruism (Patterson, 2003). The
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others-first attitude of a servant leader demonstrates how this leadership style interacts with
power behaviors and suggests that when considering which leadership style to choose, one
should first consider: why do I choose to serve?
Scholars, however, have neglected to analyze the contribution of motivation to serve as
an antecedent of servant leadership (van Dierendonck, 2010). If scholars and practitioners alike
agree that servant leadership is a positive leadership philosophy—and one that works in today’s
workplace—then considering a leader’s motivation to serve should be where research begins. In
collegiate sports, servant leadership has been found to promote ethical decision-making (Dodd et
al., 2018). If promoting servant leadership within the collegiate-sports workplace is important,
then it is just as important, if not more, to understand a leader’s motivation to serve.
H2

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported job satisfaction (dependent variable), even when controlling for
personal, professional, and institutional characteristics.

Existing research has shown employee satisfaction is a critical component in the
understanding of employees within the organizational context (Bass, 1990). Furthermore, more
recent research found satisfaction derived from organizational factors like leader support could
lead to a decrease in turnover among college coaches (Knight et al., 2015). Servant leaders are
known to be supportive of their employees (Russell & Stone, 2002; Spears, 1995; van
Dierendonck, 2010); however, there is a lack of research in sports management that considers the
relationship between athletics department employees’ perceptions of their athletics directors’
servant leader behaviors and what impact they have on their satisfaction.
H3

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported affective organizational commitment (dependent variable), even
when controlling for personal, professional, and institutional characteristics.
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Organizational commitment describes the level of identification and involvement an
employee has with their organization (Mowday et al., 1979). Allen and Meyer (1990, 1996)
argued that affective organizational commitment is also an emotional attachment that an
employee has to their organization. Servant leaders, who are service-oriented and strive to help
their employees before they help themselves (Greenleaf, 1977), have been found to positively
influence organizational commitment (Miao et al., 2014).
In sports, employees who reported stronger levels of commitment to their organizations
also reported decreased turnover rates (Choi et al., 2007). Other research found affective
commitment to be positively related in collegiate sports to increased levels of job satisfaction
(Kent & Chelladurai, 2001) and organizational citizenship (Burton & Peachey, 2014; Wells et
al., 2014). While there is a great deal of research on affective organizational commitment in
mainstream business literature, additional research on the impact of servant leadership behavior
on affective commitment is necessary within the context of collegiate sports.
H4

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and selfreported employee engagement (dependent variable), even when controlling for
personal, professional, and institutional characteristics.

Employee engagement was an important variable in business literature. Researchers
found that engaged employees “express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally” in
their professional capacities (Kahn, 1990). Scholars argued that engagement could help predict
levels of organizational commitment and citizenship behavior (Robinson et al., 2004). Servant
leaders exhibit behaviors associated with humility and helping others; these behaviors have been
found to positively impact employee engagement (Sousa & van Dierendonck, 2017). In
collegiate sports, research supported the existence of servant leader behaviors (Dodd et al., 2018)
but has not been conducted with regard to the relationship between the degree to which athletics
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directors expressed servant leader behaviors and the engagement of their employees. The
inclusion of engagement in this study assisted in the furtherance of sports management
leadership research.
H5

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of harmonious passion (dependent variable), even when
controlling for personal, professional, and institutional characteristics.

Emotion has been found to influence employee attitudes and behaviors within the
workplace (Ashkanasy et al., 2002). Moreover, sport and emotion are connected, which should
be considered when researching behaviors and outcomes associated with sports employees
(Swanson & Kent, 2017). It was important to note that existing sports literature has yet to
comprehensively study and explain the role emotion plays in employee behavior within sports
workplaces (Todd & Kent, 2009).
Previous research in the area of management supported the notion that emotional
constructs could lead to organizationally relevant attitudes and behaviors (Ashkanasy et al.,
2002) and passion as one such construct is naturally at home in collegiate sporting (Taylor et al.,
2008). Furthermore, scholars found harmonious passion predicted positive levels of job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job involvement, whereas obsessive passion was
seen to negatively impact the same outcomes (Burke & Fiksenbaum, 2009; Swanson & Kent,
2017). When considering that servant leaders promote and create more inclusive, creative, and
psychologically positive work environments, thereby increasing engagement (Marsh et al.,
2013), it is logical to conclude that employees would also experience an increase in positive
emotions associated with the workplace. Such an increase would be consistent with previous
research related to both harmonious passion (Vallerand et al., 2003) and servant leadership (van
Dierendonck, 2010).
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H6

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of job pride (dependent variable), even when controlling for
personal, professional, and institutional characteristics.

Pride—defined as a positive construct relating to dignity, self-efficacy, and a sense of
personal value (Wärnå et al., 2007)—also has a place in sports. When sports scholars consider
pride, it is normally examined as an outcome of the relationship between a player and a coach
(Maraniss, 1999). Pride was also found to be a positive emotion related to the status and
importance of employees and their jobs (Bedeian, 2007). Moreover, the use of servant leader
behaviors (i.e., accountability and stewardship) that focuses on helping employees feel confident
through an understanding of what is expected of them should improve the leader-employee
relationship and thus improve levels of employee pride.
Swanson and Kent (2017) found that both passion and pride were significantly related to
affective commitment, job satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational citizenship behavior.
The pair also noted that besides the work of Todd and Harris (2009), passion and pride in the
workplace had hardly been studied at all. To date, whether a servant leader could inspire passion
and pride in sports employees remains unresearched. Scholars have noted that servant leaders
create stronger, more trusting relationships than those developed by transformational, authentic,
or ethical leaders (Hoch et al., 2016). Servant leaders are known to put their employees first and
focus on their development (Greenleaf, 1977; van Dierendonck, 2010). This others-first
mentality constitutes the foundation of the servant leadership style. Putting others first creates
both a positive workplace environment and a positive psychological climate. In this environment,
employees feel harmonious passion for their jobs and pride in their organization. Given the
research gap mentioned above, the inclusion of harmonious passion and pride in this study also
served to advance servant leadership research and leadership research within the sports context.
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H7a – e

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of
athletics directors (independent variables) and employee-related outcomes
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with higher levels of
trust (moderating variable) in their leader.

Trust involves a certain level of vulnerability and dependability between leader and
follower (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). Servant leadership has been found to be a predictor
of trust in relationships that require it (Chan & Mak, 2014). Furthermore, evidence supported
that higher levels of perceived servant leadership behavior had a positive impact on perceived
trust between leader and follower (Pekerti & Sendjaya, 2010; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
Servant leadership theory explained that a servant leader would put the needs of their
employees first (Greenleaf, 1977) and help them to “grow healthier, wiser, freer, and more
autonomous” (Greenleaf, 1977, pp. 13–14). Further, those who were led by servant leaders were
more likely to become servant leaders themselves (Greenleaf, 1977). Within the collegiatesports context, we could predict that where higher levels of trust existed, employee outcomes
would be improved over those in lower-trust environments, even when controlling for reported
levels of perceived servant leader behaviors.
H8a – e

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of
athletics directors (independent variables) and employee-related outcomes
(dependent variable) will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure
within the organization (moderating variable).

Organizational tenure is the length of time an employee has been with an organization.
Research supported the notion that there was a significant relationship between an employee’s
organizational tenure and their openness to their leader’s behaviors. Gould (1979), for example,
found short-tenure employees more highly valued complexity than did long-tenure employees.
Short-tenure employees are in the early stages of their careers within an organization and are
more eager to develop those careers (Chan & Mak, 2014). Moreover, short-tenure employees are
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more likely to accept modern management techniques in their daily practice (King & Bu, 2005;
Wright & Bonnet, 2002).
Research supported that short-tenure employees placed higher value on intrinsic
motivation because they were more focused on career development (Huang et al., 2006), while
long-tenure employees tended to prioritize task accomplishment so they could focus on social
and family goals (Hui & Tan, 1996). A servant leader’s focus on the development of their
subordinates made it more likely that short-tenure employees would be open to their behaviors
than long-term. Within the collegiate sport context, it could be predicted that shorter-tenure
employees (less than nine years) would be more responsive to servant leader behaviors and
report improved outcomes over those considered longer-tenure (more than nine-plus years).
In summary, Branch (1990) found subordinates’ perceptions of athletics directors’
behavior did not contribute to the perceived efficacy of the organization itself, a fact he attributed
to a general cynicism in the attitudes of associate and assistant athletics directors toward their
leaders (head athletics directors). Encounters with servant leadership behaviors, however, should
counter such cynicism. As stated in Chapter I, the purpose of this study was twofold.
1.

To explore which servant leadership behaviors NCAA Division III athletics
directors’ value and whether there is a relationship between directors’ motivation to
serve and the behaviors they designate most important.

2.

To determine which servant leadership behaviors athletics-department employees
experience from their leader and how those behaviors are related to employee
outcomes.

Currently in the business and sport literature, servant leadership has been investigated and was
found to have a significant impact on organizations. However, there was still a gap this study
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aimed to fill. Scholars have yet to investigate the antecedents and outcomes of servant leadership
in a mission-driven NCAA Division III athletics department (NCAA, 2012). This study provided
the scholarly community with data to support or refute the existence of servant leadership, how
to predict it, and what value it provided from the employee perspective.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The value of one’s research is directly linked to the research methods used. Methodology
is the “account of the research process that establishes the credentials” of the research (Crotty,
2010, p. 40). This chapter describes and explains the methods used to address this project’s
research questions:
Q1

Does athletics directors’ perceived motivation to serve help predict the servant
leadership behaviors perceived by athletics department employees?

Q2

Do different levels of servant leadership behaviors by athletics directors, as
perceived by employees within NCAA DIII athletics departments, predict
employee-related outcomes?

The purpose of this study was to uncover the value of athletics directors’ servant
leadership behaviors in NCAA DIII intercollegiate sports and to assess athletics directors’
motivation to serve so as to better understand why an athletics director would choose this
leadership style. Finally, this study also sought to understand the degree to which servant
leadership behaviors predicted employee levels of job satisfaction, commitment, engagement,
passion, and job pride.
This study employed a correlational quantitative research design that relied on a webbased survey. Correlational research design “seeks to find relationships between independent and
dependent variables after an action or event has already occurred” (Salkind, 2010, p. 124).
This study used the 30 item Servant Leadership Survey (van Dierendonck & Nuijten,
2011) to gather data from athletics department employees on perceived servant leadership
behavior. I measured athletics directors’ levels of motivation to serve and athletics department
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employees’ levels of job satisfaction (three items; Messersmith et al., 2011), affective
organizational commitment (eight items; Allen & Meyer, 1990), employee engagement (six
items; Saks, 2006), organizational engagement (six items; Saks, 2006), passion for work
(Vallerand et al., 2003), job pride (Todd & Harris, 2009), and trust in their leader (Podsakoff et
al., 1990).
The following section describes the methodology, survey tools, sampling frame and
procedures, and statistical analysis used in this study.
Restatement of the Research Hypotheses
The research questions and corresponding hypotheses in this study focused on the
relationship among athletics directors’ servant leadership behaviors and the job satisfaction,
affective organizational commitment, job and organizational engagement, job pride, and passion
of their employees. Additionally, two moderating variables (organizational tenure and trust in
leader) were analyzed to determine how the aforementioned variables influenced employee
outcomes.
H1

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived servant leadership behaviors (dependent variables).

H2

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported job satisfaction (dependent variable).

H3

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported affective organizational commitment (dependent variable).

H4

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and selfreported employee engagement (dependent variable).
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H5

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of harmonious passion (dependent variable).

H6

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of job pride (dependent variable).

H7

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employee-related outcomes (dependent
variable) will be stronger for employees with higher levels of trust (moderating
variable) in their leader.

H8

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employee-related outcomes (dependent
variable) will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within the
organization (moderating variable).
Sample

Convenience sampling was chosen as the sampling technique for this study. It is a nonprobability sampling technique in which people are sampled simply because they are
"convenient" sources of data for researchers (Lavrakas, 2008). Convenience sampling differs
from purposive sampling in that expert judgment is not used to select a representative sample of
elements (Lavrakas, 2008). The selection criteria used in this study were accessibility and fulltime employment status at an NCAA Division III institution. Among the positions filled by
participating employees were assistant/associate athletics directors, coaches, managers, and
administrative support personnel. The sample chosen for this study was purposefully targeted
because it reflected the population desired, because targeted participants could bring unique
information to the study, and because its constituents were accessible to the researcher.
There are 452 Division III member institutions (NCAA, 2018). Existing literature
predicted an online-survey response rate of between 10 and 20%, supporting an assumed sample
size of 450 to 900 participants. Hulley et al. (2013) suggested that based on pre-determined
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parameters (α = .05; β = .20; r = .200), the suggested sample size would be 194. However, other
formulas suggested the appropriate sample population could range from 100 (α = .10) to 400 (α =
.05) and still be effective (Remler & Ryzin, 2015).
While the predicted sample was small, it was representative of a small population. This
was considered acceptable in previous sports-focused servant leadership behavior research
(Dodd et al., 2018) where 8,000 athletics department staff (n = 326; response rate = 4%) in
NCAA Division III institutions were surveyed to examine the effect of athletics directors’
servant leadership behavior on ethical climates.
It should be noted that research on rates of response to electronic surveys has yielded
mixed results. According to Hutchinson (2004), studies have returned “higher (Parker, 1992),
lower (Nesbary, 2000), and comparable (Mehta & Sivadas, 1995) response rates” (p. 297) to
electronic surveys, as compared with mailed surveys. Because of this variation, an initial email
(see Appendix A) was sent to athletics directors, offering the opportunity to ask any questions
related to the study. A reminder email (see Appendix B) was to be sent to participants at each
institution after three weeks to encourage them to complete the survey but due to a considerable
initial response, the decision was made to not send this reminder. This decision negatively
impacted this researcher’s ability to test for non-response bias. Given the research predicting low
response rates to electronic surveys as the nature of this particular study, the researcher expected
a 10–20% response rate. The final response yielded 471 participants with a response rate of 8%.
Further detail on this matter can be found in Chapter IV (Data Analysis section).

77
Research Design
This study utilized a correlational research design. Correlational research designs explore
relationships between variables using statistical analyses. Correlational research does not look
for cause and effect and therefore, data collection is considered observational. The variables
explored included personal characteristics (e.g., age, gender), professional characteristics (e.g.,
years of experience, job title/area), institutional characteristics (e.g., institution size), leadership
motivation (motivation to serve), servant leadership behavior (e.g., empowerment, standing back,
accountability, humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship), and employee-related
variables (e.g., trust in leader, job satisfaction, affective organizational commitment, employee
engagement, harmonious passion, and pride in job).
In the first part of the model, the independent variables for this study were participating
employees’ perceptions of their athletics director’s motivation-to-serve. The dependent variables
were participating employees’ perceptions of their athletics directors’ servant leadership
behaviors. Furthermore, in the second part of the model, the independent variables were
employees’ perceptions of their athletics director’s servant leadership behaviors and the
dependent variables were employees’ self-reported job satisfaction, affective organizational
commitment, engagement, passion, and pride. Also tested in the second part of the study model
were the moderating variables (organizational tenure and trust-in-leader). These were measured
through participants’ personal characteristics and employees’ self-reported level of trust in their
leader.
The survey administered in the study was an online Qualtrics survey. It contained seven
items related to member characteristics, 30 items related to the eight servant leadership
constructs of the Servant Leadership Survey (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011), three items
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related to job satisfaction (Messersmith et al., 2011), eight items related to affective
organizational commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990), six items related to job engagement (Saks,
2006), six items related to organizational engagement (Saks, 2006), three items related to
harmonious passion (Vallerand et al., 2003), three items related to job pride (Todd & Harris,
2009), and six items related to motivation to serve (Ng et al., 2008). According to Qualtrics,
approximately 10 minutes were needed to complete the survey.
The survey utilized a Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly
Agree), which allowed for comparison between employees’ positions, organizational sizes, and
other member characteristics. The Likert scale is considered the most appropriate method of data
collection when measuring perceptions and attitudes (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). Some
researchers noted that the use of odd-numbered scales could be problematic as such scales
allowed respondents to select neutral answers (Patton, 2002). However, since the Servant
Leadership Survey has yet to be validated using a 7-point scale, the validated 5-point version was
used.
Research Instrument
This study used demographic, antecedent, independent, moderating, and dependent
variables. The antecedent variable was motivation to serve. The demographic variables were
personal characteristics (e.g., age, gender), professional characteristics (e.g., job title, years in
collegiate sports), and institutional size (small, medium, large). The independent variables were
servant leadership behavior (empowerment, authenticity, standing back, forgiveness,
accountability, courage, humility, stewardship) and employee perceptions of their athletic
directors’ levels of motivation to serve. While it was possible to measure many different
employee-related outcomes to determine how servant leadership behavior predicted employee
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attitudes and performance, the outcomes chosen as dependent variables for this study were job
satisfaction (five items), affective organizational commitment (eight items), job engagement (six
items), organizational engagement (six items), harmonious passion (three items), and pride in job
(three items).
Demographics
To achieve a comprehensive understanding of the sample and address each of the
hypotheses, basic demographic questions were asked of the respondents. Questions of this
category concerned age, gender, years of experience in college sports, years of experience at the
currently employing institution, size of the institution, and job title.
Servant Leadership Behaviors
To measure the perceived servant leadership behavior of athletics directors, the Servant
Leadership Survey (SLS; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011) was used (see Appendix C). The
SLS consisted of 30 servant leadership behavior items that measured each of the eight
constituent constructs of servant leadership (empowerment, standing back, accountability,
humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, and stewardship). For this study, the researcher
followed the format of the Leadership Scale for Sport (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980) in that each of
the 30 leadership behavior items was adapted to fit “perceived behavior.” For each item,
respondents were offered a choice among 1—Always, 2—Often (75% of the time), 3—
Occasionally (50% of the time), 4—Seldom (25% of the time), or 5—Never.
In terms of internal reliability, the 30 leadership items were distributed among the eight
dimensions of administrative behavior: empowerment (seven items, α = .94), standing back
(three items, α = .92), accountability (three items, α = .93), humility (five items, α = .95),
authenticity (four items, α = .76) forgiveness (three items, α = .90), courage (two items, α = .91),
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and stewardship (three items, α = .87; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). The validity and
reliability of the Servant Leadership Survey was previously established by van Dierendonck and
Nuijten (2011) through exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis techniques over the course
of two qualitative and eight quantitative studies involving more than 1,500 participants from the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom. The eight leader-behavior dimensions were shown to
remain both reliable and internally consistent. Furthermore, when tested for criterion reliability,
servant leader behaviors were found to be highly correlated with job satisfaction (r = .79, p <
.01), organizational commitment (r = .94, p < .01), and employee engagement (r = .93, p < .01;
van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
Job Satisfaction
The Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS; Messersmith et al., 2011) was used to measure job
satisfaction (see Appendix D). The JSS consisted of three items such as “In general, I like
working here.” The JSS had a Cronbach’s alpha of .83, supporting its reliability.
Affective Organizational
Commitment
The Affective Organizational Commitment Scale (AOCS) was used to measure affective
organizational commitment (see Appendix E). The Affective Organizational Commitment Scale
contained eight items such as “I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.” The
scale had an internal consistency of .83 (Allen & Meyer, 1990).
Job and Organizational
Engagement
The dependent variables of job engagement and organizational engagement were
measured using Saks’s (2006) Job Engagement Scale (α = .82; see Appendix F) and
Organizational Engagement Scale (α = .90; see Appendix F). The Job Engagement Scale

81
contained six items with statements such as “Sometimes I am so into my job that I lose track of
time” and was found to have a positive relationship with supervisor support (r = .23; Saks,
2006). The six-item Organizational Engagement Scale contained statements like “One of the
most exciting things for me is getting involved with things happening in this organization.” This
scale has been positively associated with supervisor support (r = .34; Saks, 2006).
Passion and Job Pride
The dependent variables of harmonious passion and job pride were measured using two
different scales, both of which were recently validated for use in the sports context (Swanson &
Kent, 2017). Harmonious passion was measured using a three-item scale (α = .77) developed by
Vallerand et al. (2003; see Appendix G). The scale contains statements such as “My work is well
integrated in my life” and has been positively related to job satisfaction and work engagement in
professional sports (Swanson & Kent, 2017). Job pride was measured using a three-item scale
(Todd & Harris, 2009; α = .76; see Appendix H). The scale contains statements such as “I feel
especially respected in social settings when I discuss my job in sports” and was found to be
positively related to job satisfaction and work engagement (Swanson & Kent, 2017).
Organizational Tenure and
Trust in Leader
The two moderating variables, organizational tenure and trust in one’s leader, were
measured in two different ways. Organizational tenure was measured using personalcharacteristic data gathered in the demographic section of the survey (see Appendix I). Trust in
one’s leader was measured using a three-item scale (Podsakoff et al., 1990; see Appendix J) that
contained statements such as “I have complete faith in the integrity of my manager/ supervisor”
and has been shown to be reliable (α = .77) in measuring an employee’s level of trust in their
leader (Lui et al., 2010).
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Motivation to Serve
In order to measure athletics directors’ motivation to serve, the motivation-to-serve scale
(Ng et al., 2008) was used (see Appendix K). This scale contained six items, examples of which
included “I am the type of leader who is inclined to promote the career interest of my
subordinates” and “I am the type of leader who is passionate about transforming the lives of my
subordinates.” The original alpha reported was .87 (Ng et al., 2008), while a more recent study
found a slightly lower (but also acceptable) alpha of .82 (Amah, 2015).
Data Collection
Data collection began after receiving approval from the University of Northern
Colorado’s Institutional Review Board (IRB; see Appendix L). Once Institutional Review Board
approval was obtained, an email was sent to NCAA Division III athletics directors and
employees pulled from a database developed for this project of NCAA Division III athletics
departments. Convenience sampling was used to develop the sampling frame and was used to
access “the most readily available participants” (Remler & van Ryzin, 2015, p. 5) who worked in
NCAA Division III athletics. The total number of potential participants within this population
was unknown but Dodd et al. (2018) recently estimated the existence of more than 16,000+
NCAA Division III athletics department employees. With an expected response rate of 10–20%,
between 452 and 904 participants were expected.
According to Dillman et al. (2009), past research indicated that providing pre-notice of
survey distribution promoted a higher response rate. They also explained that survey
administration should take place no later than one week after notice is given. In the case of this
study, the aforementioned email (see Appendix A) explained to the athletics director of each
institution the purpose of the study, the importance of the study, and the nature of the procedures
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of participation. Following these details, the email also provided a link athletics department
employees could follow to fill out a questionnaire containing characteristics questions (see
Appendix I), the Motivation to Serve Scale (see Appendix K), the Servant Leadership Behavior
Scale (see Appendix C), employee attitude questions (see Appendices E- H, J), and confirmation
of informed consent (see Appendix M). The survey was administered via a third-party website,
qualtrics.com.
Once an athletics director had consented to departmental participation, another email (see
Appendix A) was sent to the employees of that athletics department, once again using the
database created for this project. Taking the advice of Dillman et al. (2009), this email was sent
out less than one week after initial notice was provided. The email contained the informedconsent letter and a link to the survey. Initially, it was planned to send a reminder email (see
Appendix B) to athletics department administrative assistants, both asking them to follow up
with departmental employees and reminding them that employees who completed the survey
could be entered into a drawing for one of four $25 and two $50 Amazon gift cards. It was
important to note that this email would not ask administrative assistants to pressure departmental
staff into participating. However, due to the considerable rate of response, the reminder email
was not necessary and remained unsent.
As mentioned above, to encourage participation and ensure a sufficiently large sample,
the researcher established a drawing of Amazon gift cards (four $25 cards and two $50 cards) in
which any participant who provided their name, institution, and work-related email address could
be entered. There has been debate amongst scholars about whether incentivizing survey
participation impacted the reliability of the findings. Church (1993) found monetary incentives
increased response rates and as the sum of money offered increased, so too did the response rate.
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It was noted that while incentives might exert “undue influence” even as they increased
participation, they were not coercive (Fadon & Beauchamp, 1986). For the purposes of this
study, it was clear that while the use of incentives to increase response rates was not ideal, it is
nevertheless a common practice; no evidence was found to suggest that incentives could have
impacted the reliability of findings in this study.
Data Analysis
To analyze the data, IBM’s SPSS v.25 software was used. Prior to conducting the
statistical tests, an initial exploration of the data was performed. Researchers use exploratory
data analysis (EDA) to “examine and get to know their data” (Leech et al., 2011, p. 27).
Performing an EDA is important because it helps the researcher determine whether there are
problems—such as outliers, a non-normal distribution, or missing values—with the data.
During the EDA, the raw data were first checked for any inconsistencies, errors, or
missing data. Surveys only partially completed by participants were removed from consideration
in the study. Then, descriptive statistics were analyzed, the mean and standard deviation of each
variable was assessed, and Pearson’s correlation coefficients were used to look for any
relationships that might exist between each of the variables.
After the initial check of the data was complete, items that measured each variable were
aggregated to form a single value for the construct (Nunnally, 1978). Single scores were
generated for motivation to serve, each of the eight servant leader behaviors, and each of the five
outcome variables. A single value was also calculated for each of the moderating variables as
well as an interaction term (construct value x leadership behavior).
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Descriptive Statistics
To better understand the sample population, descriptive statistics were analyzed for the
personal characteristics variables: gender, age, years of experience, years at current institution,
job title, and institution size. Then, descriptive statistics were used to provide means and
standard deviations for continuous variables and percentages and frequencies for categorical
variables. Cronbach’s alpha (α) was used to evaluate the internal consistency (reliability) of each
survey item with the threshold of α >.70 being used to confirm the reliability of the identified
factors. Following the recommendations of Nunnally and Bernstein (1967), reliability scores of
at least .70 were considered satisfactory; those of at least .80 were considered ideal.
Statistical Assumptions
To further examine the data, a test of relevant assumptions was performed. It was
assumed the independence of observations would remain intact because the conveniencesampling technique had sampled from a large database entailing a significant variety of NCAA
Division III athletics departments around the country. To test the normality of the data, it is
common to examine a histogram of each variable and a scatterplot of each relationship between
independent and dependent variables. However, as is discussed in Chapter IV (Data Analysis
section), it was not feasible to create a scatterplot for each tested variable. Skewness and kurtosis
were used to assess the normality of the data. As per Byrne (1998), skewness values of ±1 or less
and kurtosis values of ±1 or less indicated an approximate normal distribution. It was also
originally planned to use Levene’s test of homogeneity to look for homogeneity of variance but
since the tests included only one group, this step was removed.
It would have been possible in this study to investigate non-response bias by comparing
means of data from initial responders against the means of those who responded after the
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reminder email was sent. Two-sample t-tests and a chi-squared test of independence were used to
determine whether any significant differences existed between the early- and late-respondent
groups. As stated before (and again in Chapter IV), however, response rates were sufficient to
make the determination that no reminder email would be necessary. Thus, it was not necessary to
test for non-response bias after all.
Statistical Tests
Multiple linear regressions were used to test Hypotheses 1 through 6. As Ritchey (2008)
noted, multiple linear regression is appropriate when there is a continuous (i.e., scale) dependent
variable and two or more independent variables that are either categorical or continuous. For
Hypothesis 1, the independent antecedent variable (motivation to serve) was analyzed to
determine how well it predicted the independent variables (empowerment, authenticity, standing
back, forgiveness, accountability, courage, humility, stewardship). For Hypotheses 2 through 6,
the eight independent variables (empowerment, authenticity, standing back, forgiveness,
accountability, courage, humility, stewardship) were analyzed to determine how well they could
predict each of the dependent variables (job satisfaction, affective organizational commitment,
employee and organizational engagement, harmonious passion, and job pride). Furthermore, for
a multiple linear regression to be successful, several conditions should be met. First, the
dependent variable should be an interval or scale variable that is normally distributed in the
population from which it is drawn. Second, the independent variable(s) should be mostly interval
or scale variables, although they could also be dichotomous or categorical. For dichotomous or
categorical variables, the data must be converted using a dummy variable. For gender (a
dichotomous variable in this study), male was assigned 1 and any other response was assigned 0.
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The next concern when conducting a regression analysis is collinearity or
multicollinearity. It is assumed in multiple regression analyses that the relationships between
each independent variable and dependent variable are linear and normally distributed.
Multicollinearity occurs when there are high intercorrelations (.5 or .6 and above) among a
number of the predictor variables. If multicollinearity does occur, it can be problematic for
researchers because it can confound the results. For example, if two of the eight servant
leadership behaviors were intercorrelated, then they would contain some of the same
information, which could negatively impact the results.
The presence of multicollinearity would make it difficult to determine which independent
variable contributed to the variance explained in the dependent variable (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). If multicollinearity is found during preliminary analysis, collinearity diagnostics should
be run to determine tolerance analysis (1-R2). Tolerance analysis could be used to determine
what percentage of the variance in the independent variable was not accounted for by the other
independent variable(s; Belsley et al., 2004). It was recommended that tolerance levels ranging
from 0–.20 be considered problematic. If multicollinearity was considered to impact the
statistical model, the affected variables must be combined or one of them removed (Belsley et
al., 2004).
The two moderating variables were also tested. Moderation occurs when the relationship
between two variables depends on a third (Cohen et al., 2003). Thus, a moderating variable is an
interaction variable that helps explain the direction or magnitude of the relationship between a
dependent and an independent variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). In this study, organizational
tenure and trust in leader were analyzed to determine their impacts on the relationship between
perceived servant leader behaviors and employee attitudes.
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To test the interaction effect of the dependent and moderating variables and determine
whether that interaction had an effect on predicting the outcome variables (and Hypotheses 7 and
8), hierarchical linear regression analysis (Amah, 2015; Nunnally, 1978) was used. Hierarchical
regression analysis, or sequential analysis, allows the researcher to see if each group of variables
adds anything to the prediction produced by the previous blocks of variables. Hierarchical
regression is an appropriate method when the researcher wants to prioritize specific independent
variables before calculating their contributions to the prediction of the dependent variable
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).
Alongside the dependent variables, the hierarchical regression model contained four
steps:
1.

The control variables of gender, age, institution size, and years of experience in
intercollegiate sport;

2.

Servant leader behaviors;

3.

Organizational tenure or trust in leader; and

4.

The two-way interaction between the moderators (organizational tenure, trust in
leader) and servant leader behaviors.

When testing for moderating effects, analysis required the addition of a linear interaction
term in the hierarchical regression model (Aguinis, 2004). It was possible that due to the
existence of the interaction term within the statistical model, multicollinearity could arise. If this
occurred, then mean-centering, subtracting raw scores from the mean (Cohen et al., 2003), could
help. However, some scholars suggested this was not a real issue as the data were already
centered in the correlation matrix (Kromrey & Foster-Johnson, 1998).
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In an effort to further analyze the indirect effect of each moderating variable, a separate
multiple linear regression model using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) was performed.
“Moderation analysis is used when one is interested in testing whether the magnitude of a
variable’s effect on some outcome variable of interest depends on a third variable or set of
variables” (Hayes, 2012, p. 4). Moderation is considered to occur when the direction, strength, or
both of the relation between an independent and a dependent variable are affected by a third
variable, which is termed a moderator (Hayes, 2012).
The use of the PROCESS macro and bootstrapping technique makes a minimal demand
on sample size, thus making it especially appropriate for testing a conceptual model with a
relatively small sample size (Hayes, 2018). For this study, analyses of total effect, indirect effect,
bootstrapped bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals of the indirect effect, and 5,000
bootstrapped samples were evaluated; in line with suggested practice, continuous predictors were
mean-centered (Hayes, 2012).
Assumptions
It was assumed the response size of this study was adequate. At the time of this study,
there were 452 Division III member institutions (NCAA, 2018). Accepting the online-survey
response rate of 10 to 20% reported by prior researchers, an assumed sample size of 450 to 900
participants was justified. It was further assumed the participants filled out the questionnaire
without assistance and did so honestly.
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Limitations
Every study has limitations, i.e., concerns related to the research design Wood et al.,
1987). This study employed an online survey instrument that involved a rater-report scale. Its
sample size could have also constituted a limitation as some people might have chosen not to
participate for fear they would not be anonymous, because they lacked experience using online
surveys, or simply because they lacked interest. In terms of the generalizability of this study’s
findings, it should be noted that the findings are generalizable only to leadership within NCAA
DIII athletics departments and that further research should be conducted to test the findings
against leadership within NCAA Division I and II athletics departments. The timing of the
survey might have also been a limitation on this study. The survey was administered during the
academic year, which for most athletics departments is a very busy time; thus, potential
respondents might have decided not to participate because of a busy work schedule.
Summary
The purpose of this quantitative, observational correlational study was to explore what
servant leadership behaviors were exhibited by athletics directors of NCAA DIII institutions and
whether the levels of those behaviors could predict employees’ job satisfaction, affective
organizational commitment, engagement, job pride, and passion. While servant leadership has
been widely researched since 1998, it has remained an underrepresented area of research for
leadership in the context of intercollegiate sport administration.
An online survey was made available via email and administered via Qualtrics. The
survey of athletics-department employees consisted of four parts: (a) personal and institutional
characteristics, (b) perceived servant leadership behaviors, (c) employee outcomes, and (d)
motivation to serve.
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During data analysis, descriptive statistics were used to determine which of the eight
servant leadership behaviors were exhibited most frequently by athletics directors. Analysis was
also conducted to determine whether there was a significant relationship between employee
outcomes and the levels of perceived servant leadership behaviors. In addition to testing the
relationships between servant leadership behaviors and employee outcomes, analysis was
conducted to determine whether athletics directors’ perceived levels of motivation to serve could
significantly predict each servant leadership behavior. Lastly, analysis was conducted to
determine whether the moderating variables (organizational tenure and trust in leader) helped to
further explain the relationships between the independent and dependent variables.
The results of this study should help practitioners working in intercollegiate sport
administration gain a greater understanding of what to look for when hiring or developing
leaders within their department as well as the value of servant leadership in promoting positive
employee outcomes. Moreover, this study could help scholars interested in confirming or
developing future models or theories related to servant leadership in sports.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
This chapter contains the results of the quantitative analysis performed to address this
study’s research questions:
Q1

Does athletics directors’ perceived motivation to serve help predict the servant
leadership behaviors perceived by athletics department employees?

Q2

Do different levels of servant leadership behaviors by athletics directors, as
perceived by employees within NCAA DIII athletics departments, predict
employee-related outcomes?

The results of this study are presented over six sections. The first discusses the datapreparation process and the second the descriptive statistics for the participants. The third section
presents the results of the multiple linear regression analyses used to test Hypotheses 1 through
6. The fourth section presents the results of the moderation analysis used to test hypotheses 7A
through 7E and 8A through 8E. The fifth section describes the results of additional testing but
with the sample population split by levels of trust in leader (low, medium, and high) and
organizational tenure (low and high). The sixth and final section summarizes the chapter and
reviews the results.
Sample
A total of 5,786 NCAA Division III athletics department employees were contacted and
offered a link to the online survey used in this study. After approximately one month, 627
participants had responded, a response rate of 10.8% (see Table 4). Participants tended by a
small margin to be male (52%) and mostly worked at small institutions (67.3%).
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Table 4
Percentages and Frequencies, Study Demographics and Variables
Frequency

%

Gender of Respondent
Male
Other

245
225

52.0
48.0

Job Title
Associate Athletics Director
Assistant Athletics Director
Head Coach
Assistant Coach
Sport Medicine
Strength & Conditioning Coaches
Volunteer Coaches
Administrative Assistants

38
30
145
158
63
6
22
9

8.1
6.3
30.7
33.6
13.4
1.3
4.7
1.9

Size of Institution
Small
Medium
Large

16
317
127

67.3
27.0
5.7
100.0

n = 471

The demography of the sample was almost evenly split between male (52%) and female
(48%) employees. The majority of participants self-identified as head coaches (30.6%) or
assistant coaches (33.6%), reported directly to the athletics director (59%), and worked at small
institutions (67%). Nine different job categories were represented in the sample and while the
goal of this study was to investigate how athletics department employees perceived the servant
leadership behaviors of their athletics directors, the vastly different sample sizes of the job
categories and the overall statistical weight of the head- and assistant-coach samples made it
difficult to extrapolate the results.
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The overall flat organizational structure of NCAA Division III athletics departments
could help explain the large diversity of job categories but homogeneity in job titles represented
in this study. Organizational structure, a set of expectations that helps explain who reports to
whom, what rules and procedures must be followed, how decisions are made, and what control
systems must be utilized (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 1996) were found to directly affect the
degree to which leadership had an influence on individuals (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Walter
& Bruch, 2010). Moreover, organizational structure could have also impacted the leader–
employee relationship in general (Neubert et al., 2016). Organizational structure provided
formalized prescriptions for how members (athletics department employees) related to one
another and completed their work. Organizational structures exist on a continuum, ranging from
flexible, informal, loose, and decentralized to rigid, formal, constricted, and centralized (Burns &
Stalker, 1961; Slevin & Covin, 1997).
Historically, NCAA Division III athletics departments have been characterized by flat
organizational structures that entail decentralized leadership, flexible work structures, and the
potential for employees to serve in multiple roles. For example, it is common in NCAA Division
III athletics for a coach to also serve in an additional capacity, e.g., as an assistant athletics
director or academic instructor. It is therefore plausible that head coaches who responded to the
prompts provided in the survey could also have been serving as assistant or associate athletics
directors. It is logical to assume such individuals would have strong working relationships with
their athletics directors and thus would be well positioned to evaluate their servant leadership
behaviors.
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Data Preparation
Data Input/Deletion
Prior to performing the analysis, it was necessary to clean the data. As not all respondents
fully completed the survey, some case-wise deletions were needed. The dataset was thereby
restricted to only those respondents who returned valid data for the items that would compose the
employee-related dependent variables of job satisfaction (Q11 set), affective organizational
commitment (Q12 set), the employee-engagement scale (Q16 set), organizational-commitment
scale (Q17 set), harmonious-passion scale (Q18 set), obsessive-passion scale (Q18 set), and
levels-of-job-pride scale (Q19 set).
According to Allison (2002), case-wise deletion of mission data should take place prior to
all statistical calculations for any items in a scale that would be used to form one or more
dependent variables. Allison noted this deletion is undertaken because any imputation strategy
for missing data on a dependent variable would cause inaccurate variance estimates of said
dependent variable during an inferential statistical procedure. This deletion reduced the dataset
from the original 627 cases to 471. The represented an attrition rate of 24.9% and reduced the
overall response rate from 10.8% to 8.12%.
Means were substituted for missing data on the individual items that formed the
moderator variables of the trust-in-leader scale (Q20 set) and motivation-to-serve scale (Q36
set), age (QID3), years worked in intercollegiate athletics (QID4), and years worked for current
institution (QID24). This was done to maximize sample size. Given the continuous nature of
these scales, mean substitution was appropriate (Allison, 2002).
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Data Transformation
To be viable in the multiple linear regression analysis, the variable of gender was
dichotomized into “male” (coded as 1) and “other” (coded as 0). As Allison (1999) noted,
dichotomization of a multiple-category nominal-level variable is necessary when using that
variable in a regression equation.
Prior to performing the statistical analyses, separate scales were generated of the
variables that were used as the subscales of servant leadership behaviors (empowerment,
standing back, accountability, forgiveness, courage, authenticity, humility, and stewardship). To
accomplish this, individual survey items for each subscale were added together and then divided
by the total number of items in the scale (i.e., five). Use of this coding format allowed the
average of the composite scale to be interpreted as a function of the original measurement metric
of the scale (i.e., a scale of 1–5).
To test for the moderating effects of organizational tenure and trust-in-leader on the
servant leadership behaviors, a multiplicative of each paired variable set (an interaction term)
was created. In other words, all eight subscales of servant leadership were multiplied by
organizational tenure and the trust-in-leader scale to form the necessary interaction terms. This
resulted in eight new interaction terms for each moderating variable that used organization tenure
as a moderator and eight new interaction terms for each moderating variable that used the trustin-leader scale as a moderator.
However, use of the hierarchical approach was found to be inappropriate, resulting in
models that contained too many of the same variables and causing multicollinearity. This was
measured by variance inflation factor (VIF) and was above the suggested threshold of 10. In
response, a different analysis tool, PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012), was employed.
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Statistical Assumptions
For studies involving parametric statistics, it is important that statistical assumptions be
met. During assumption testing, it was determined that the homogeneity of variance would not
be computed. Levene’s test of homogeneity was planned to be used to look for homogeneity of
variance but because the tests only included one group, this step was removed.
It is common to include a test of non-response bias when conducting quantitative
research that relies on a web-based survey. However, this test was not performed as part of this
analysis. While non-response tests are common, a high rate of quick responses obviated the need
to send a follow-up email, meaning there were no data to distinguish initial respondents from
later ones (who would have replied, e.g., after the reminder email was sent). The possible twosample t-test and chi-squared test of independence were not computed to examine non-response
bias as data necessary to conduct either tests were not present.
When considering the normality of data, it is common to visually inspect the different
relationships under investigation; scatterplots are commonly used for this purpose. In the current
study, scatterplots of the relationships between each independent and dependent variable were
not computed due to the sheer number of scatterplots that would be produced in accomplishing
this task. Applying the Gauss technique to derive the sum of a series of consecutive numbers
(n(n + 1)/2) revealed that for the 22 independent, dependent, and moderator variables, a total of
253 scatterplots were needed to be computed. Moreover, if the 16 interaction terms were
included, the number of variables would increase to 38 and the number of necessary scatterplots
to 741. Given the prohibitive nature of this figure, scatterplots were not computed. This being
noted, it remained important to be able to visually inspect the data before analysis. To do so and
confirm the data’s normality, a 2-tail correlation analysis was conducted, producing Pearson’s
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correlation coefficients for each of the independent and dependent variables in the first (see
Table 5) and second (see Table 6) parts of the model.
The results of this preliminary analysis evidenced significant relationships between the
perceived motivation to serve (MTS) of an athletics director and his or her perceived servant
leadership behaviors. According to this analysis, the relationships ranged from low and positive
(i.e., MTS and standing back behaviors, r = .160, p < .01) to very high and positive (i.e.,
empowerment and stewardship behaviors, r = .825, p < .01). It should be noted that low
correlations could indicate the absence of a relationship and, thus, analysis should be performed
with caution. Furthermore, extremely high correlation coefficients could indicate too much
overlap, causing multicollinearity within the data.
The second analysis consisted of analyzing the relationships between the independent
variables (servant leadership behaviors) and dependent variables (employee outcomes) in the
second part of the model (see Table 6). The results indicated the presence of significant
relationships within most of the model variables. For example, empowerment and accountability
behaviors were significantly and highly positively related (r = .634, p < .01) but empowerment
was not significantly related to any of the employee outcomes. Furthermore, job satisfaction was
highly positively and significantly related to employee engagement (r = .668, p < .01) but not
related to any of the servant leadership behaviors. The one exception was job pride, which was
significantly and weakly positively related to standing-back behaviors (r = .101, p < .05). Trust,
a moderating variable, was positively and significantly related to stewardship behaviors (r =
.096, p < .05), job satisfaction (r = .656, p < .01), affective organizational commitment (r = .120,
p < .01), employee engagement (r = .653, p < .01), harmonious passion (r = .554, p < .01), and
job pride (r = .466, p < .01).
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Data normality was further confirmed using descriptive statistics, skewness, kurtosis, and
histograms (see Table 7). As Byrne (1998) suggested, skewness values of ±1 or less and kurtosis
values of ±1 or less indicated an approximate normal distribution. These computations are
presented below in the descriptive statistics section. Analysis showed some variables had high
kurtosis, suggesting there could be outliers that might have impacted further analysis. Due to
high kurtosis scores, job satisfaction, job engagement, trust-in-leader, and MTS were inspected
visually for outliers using box plots. Results showed the variable data did not contain any outliers
and should be considered normal.
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Table 5
Pearson Correlation Coefficients of Motivation to Serve and Servant Leadership Behaviors
Correlations

MTS
Empower
Standing Back
Accountability
Forgiveness
Courage
Authenticity
Humility

MTS
1

Empower

.211**
.160**

1

**

.147
-0.158

.642**
**

Standing
Back

Accountability Forgiveness

Authenticity

Humility

Stewardship

1
**

1

0.053

.634
-.336**
.563**

.443
-.210**
.448**

-.199**
.332**

**

**

**

**

.183
.719
**
.205
.824**
Stewardship
.217**
.825**
p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***
n = 471

Courage

.585
.675**
.599**

.532
.588**
.654**

1
0.001
**

-.189
-.339**
-.359**

1
**

.539
.505**
.488**

1
.789**
.693**

1
.771**

1
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Table 6
Pearson Correlation Coefficients of Servant Leadership Behaviors, Trust, and Employee Attitudes
Correlations

Empower
Empower
Standing Back

.642**

Accountability

.634

Forgiveness
Courage
Authenticity
Humility
Stewardship
Job
Satisfaction
Affective
Organizational
Commitment
Employee
Engagement
Harmonious
Passion
Job Pride

Standing Back Accountability

Trust

1
1

**

.443

**

-.210**

-.199**

.563
**
.719

**

.448
**
.585

**

.332
**
.532

**

**

**

-.336

**

1
**

1
0.001
-.189

1

**

.539

**

**

1

**

**

1

.824
**
.825

.675
**
.599

.588
**
.654

-.339
**
-.359

.505
**
.488

.789
**
.693

.771

0.089

0.050

0.059

-0.054

0.048

0.076

0.086

0.087

1

0.059

0.037

-0.008

-0.021

0.051

0.024

0.048

0.048

.207

**

0.031

0.053

-0.023

-0.046

-0.006

0.019

0.028

0.055

.668

**

.250

**

0.050

0.035

0.023

-0.066

0.016

0.030

0.056

0.032

.529

**

.168

**

.503

0.057

*

0.071

0.044

0.065

0.065

0.031

.411

**

.125

**

.446

-0.067

-0.053

0.056

0.068

*

.656

**

.120

**

0.015
.101
0.062
0.052
0.077
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Trust

Forgiveness

Affective
Job
Organizational Employee Harmonious
Courage Authenticity Humility Stewardship Satisfaction Commitment Engagement Passion Job Pride

**

1

.096

1

1
**
**
**

.653

1
**

.526

**

.554

1
.466

**

1
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Table 7
Study Variables, Skewness, and Kurtosis
Variable

Skew

Kurtosis

Gender of respondent
Size of institution
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Years worked at current college or university
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Note: n=471.

-0.08
1.28
0.81
1.23
1.93
-0.79
-0.17
-0.68
-0.74
0.07
-0.25
-0.37
-0.86

-2.00
0.62
-0.44
0.79
3.45
0.17
-0.49
0.00
-0.05
-0.46
-0.28
-0.51
0.06

Variable
Job satisfaction scale
Affective organizational commitment scale
Job engagement scale
Organizational engagement scale
Harmonious passion scale
Obsessive passion scale
Job pride scale
Trust in leader scale
Motivation to serve scale

Skew

Kurtosis

-0.07
-0.07
-0.07
-0.01
0.02
0.13
-0.12
0.04
0.31

-1.60
-0.98
-1.51
-0.82
-1.09
-0.55
-0.87
-1.56
-1.27
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Descriptive Statistics
The web-based survey was sent to a convenience sample of 5,786 employees of NCAA
Division III athletics departments. An email was sent to each athletics department’s athletics
director, informing them about the study and asking for their department’s participation. A total
of 671 employees participated, resulting in a 10.8% response rate. After the responses were
downloaded and the data cleaned, a total of 470 responses usable for data analysis remained,
resulting in a final response rate of 8.14%.
Percentages and frequencies were calculated for all demographic variables in the sample.
Ritchey (2008) noted that for categorical variables, percentages and frequencies were the
appropriate descriptive statistics to report. Means and standard deviations (see Table 8) were
calculated for all continuous variables for the sample. Ritchey further advised that for continuous
variables, means and standard deviations were the appropriate descriptive statistics to report.
Skewness and kurtosis values were also produced. The distributions of responses were relatively
normal for all variables except for employees’ responses reporting the number of years worked at
the current institution (M = 7.13, SD = 8.67, kurtosis = 3.45).
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Table 8
Variable Means and Standard Deviations
Variable
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Years worked at current college or university
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Note: n = 471.

M

SD

35.88
10.88
7.13
3.78
3.48
3.84
3.82
2.83
3.30
3.37
3.88

12.00
10.14
8.67
0.89
0.94
0.92
0.97
0.97
0.88
1.00
1.00

Variable
Job satisfaction scale
Affective organizational commitment scale
Job engagement scale
Organizational engagement scale
Harmonious passion scale
Obsessive passion scale
Job pride scale
Trust in leader scale
Motivation to serve scale

M

SD

3.06
3.03
3.04
3.00
3.00
2.87
3.06
2.97
2.70

1.54
1.02
1.34
1.05
1.19
0.93
1.16
1.55
1.36
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Internal Consistency
To determine the internal reliability of each subscale, Cronbach’s alpha statistics for each
scale were examined (see Table 9). As related by Tavakol and Dennick (2011), this statistic was
developed by Lee Cronbach to provide a measure of a scale’s internal consistency as a function
of its reliability. The value of Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0 to 1 with higher scores generally
indicating better reliability. Scores of 0.70 or higher suggested a scale had an acceptable level of
reliability (Cronbach, 1970). All scales, except for the obsessive-passion scale and the standingback and courage subscales of the Servant Leadership Survey, demonstrated good to very good
reliability.

Table 9
Internal Consistency Values
Scale
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Job satisfaction scale
Affective organizational commitment scale
Job engagement scale
Organizational engagement scale
Harmonious passion scale
Obsessive passion scale
Job pride scale
Trust in leader scale
Motivation to serve scale

α
0.916
0.587
0.873
0.791
0.662
0.755
0.924
0.816
0.956
0.854
0.924
0.910
0.900
0.415
0.926
0.960
0.971
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Multiple Linear Regression Results
Motivation to Serve
H1

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee perceptions of
an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent variable) and their
perceived servant leadership behaviors (dependent variables).

To test whether athletics-department employees’ perceptions of their athletics director’s
motivation to serve predicted the perceived servant leadership behaviors of that director, a set of
regression analyses was performed. In each of the following tests (Hypotheses 1a–1h), the
average score of the six items measuring perceived motivation to serve was the model’s
independent variable; the average score of each of the servant leadership subscales
(empowerment, standing back, accountability, humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage,
stewardship) was used as the dependent variable. Each of the following regression results
explains the relationship between the independent variable and each of the eight dependent
variables.
H1a

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived empowerment behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1A, the empowerment subscale was regressed onto motivation to
serve. The omnibus F-test (see Table 10) was statistically significant (F = 21.877; df = 1, 469; p
< 0.001; R2 = 0.045). The results indicated motivation to serve significantly predicted
empowerment behaviors and 4.5% of the variation in empowerment could be explained by
motivation to serve. Moreover, the results indicated higher levels of motivation to serve
predicted higher levels of empowerment (β = 0.138; p < 0.001). Thus, there was support in the
data for Hypothesis 1a.
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Table 10
Multiple Linear Regression of Empowerment Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable

B

SE(B)

p

Constant
Motivation to serve scale

3.402
0.138

0.089
0.030

0.000
0.000

F
df

21.877
1, 469

R2

0.045

H1b

0.000

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived standing-back behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1b, the standing back subscale was regressed onto motivation to serve.
The omnibus F-test (see Table 11) was statistically significant (F = 12.947; df = 1, 469; p <
0.001; R2 = 0.027). The results indicated motivation to serve significantly predicted standing
back behaviors and 2.7% of the variation in standing back could be explained by motivation to
serve. Moreover, the results indicated higher levels of motivation to serve predicted higher levels
of standing back (β = 0.113; p < 0.001). Thus, there was support in the data for Hypothesis 1b.

Table 11
Multiple Linear Regression of Standing Back Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Motivation to serve scale

B
3.177
0.113

F
df
R2

12.947
1, 469
0.027

SE(B)
0.095
0.031

p
0.000
0.000
0.000
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H1c

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived accountability behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1c, the accountability subscale was regressed onto motivation to
serve. The omnibus F-test (see Table 12) was statistically significant (F = 11.155; df = 1, 469; p
< 0.001; R2 = 0.023). The results indicated motivation to serve significantly predicted
accountability behaviors and 2.3% of the variation in accountability could be explained by
motivation to serve. This showed that higher levels of motivation to serve predicted higher levels
of accountability (β = 0.103; p < 0.001). There was support in the data for Hypothesis 1c.

Table 12
Multiple Linear Regression of Accountability Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Motivation to serve scale

B
3.560
0.103

F
df
R2

11.155
1, 469
0.023

H1d

SE(B)
0.093
0.031

p
0.000
0.001
0.000

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived forgiveness behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1d, the forgiveness subscale was regressed onto motivation to serve.
The omnibus F-test (see Table 13) was statistically significant (F = 12.036; df = 1, 469; p <
0.001; R2 = 0.025). The results indicated motivation to serve significantly predicted forgiveness
behaviors and 2.5% of the variation in forgiveness could be explained by motivation to serve.
This showed that higher levels of motivation to serve predicted higher levels of forgiveness (β =
0.103; p < 0.001). There was support in the data for Hypothesis 1d.
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Table 13
Multiple Linear Regression of Forgiveness Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Motivation to serve scale

B
3.513
0.113

F
df
R2

12.036
1, 469
0.025

H1e

SE(B)
0.098
0.032

p
0.000
0.001
0.001

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived courage behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1e, the courage subscale was regressed onto motivation to serve. The
omnibus F-test (see Table 14) was not statistically significant (F = 1.659; df = 1, 469; p < 0.198).
The results indicated motivation to serve did not significantly predict courage behaviors. As
such, no further analysis of effects within the regression model were performed. There was no
support in the data for Hypothesis 1e.

Table 14
Multiple Linear Regression of Courage Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Motivation to serve scale

B
2.720
0.042

F
df
R2

1.659
1, 469
0.004

SE(B)
0.099
0.033

p
0.000
0.198
0.198
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H1f

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived authenticity behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1f, the authenticity subscale was regressed onto motivation to serve.
The model resulted in a statistically significant relationship. The omnibus F-test (see Table 15)
was statistically significant (F = 17.109; df = 1, 469; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.035). The results indicated
motivation to serve significantly predicted authenticity behaviors and 3.5% of the variation in
authenticity could be explained by motivation to serve. This showed that higher levels of
motivation to serve predicted higher levels of authenticity (β = 0.122; p < 0.001). There was
support in the data for Hypothesis 1f.

Table 15
Multiple Linear Regression of Authenticity Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant

B
2.968

SE(B)
0.089

p
0.000

Motivation to serve scale

0.122

0.029

0.000

F

17.109

df

1, 469

R2

0.035

H1g

0.000

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived humility behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1g, the humility subscale was regressed onto motivation to serve. The
omnibus F-test (see Table 16) was statistically significant (F = 20.923; df = 1, 469; p < 0.001; R2
= 0.035). The results indicated motivation to serve significantly predicted humility behaviors and
3.5% of the variation in humility could be explained by motivation to serve. This showed that
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higher levels of motivation to serve predicted higher levels of humility (β = 0.152; p < 0.001).
There was support in the data for Hypothesis 1g.

Table 16
Multiple Linear Regression of Humility Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Motivation to serve scale

B
2.962
0.152

F
df
R2

20.923
1, 469
0.043

H1h

SE(B)
0.100
0.033

p
0.000
0.000
0.000

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived stewardship behaviors.

To test Hypothesis 1h, the stewardship subscale was regressed onto motivation to serve.
The model resulted in a statistically significant relationship. The omnibus F-test (see Table 17)
was statistically significant (F = 25.436; df = 1, 469; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.051). The results indicated
motivation to serve significantly predicted stewardship behaviors and 5.1% of the variation in
humility could be explained by motivation to serve. This showed that higher levels of motivation
to serve predicted higher levels of stewardship (β = 0.167; p < 0.001). There was support in the
data for Hypothesis 1h.
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Table 17
Multiple Linear Regression of Stewardship Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Motivation to serve scale

B
3.429
0.167

F
df
R2

25.436
1, 469
0.051

SE(B)
0.100
0.033

p
0.000
0.000
0.000

Servant Leadership Behaviors
To test whether an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership behaviors predicted
their employees’ levels of job satisfaction, affective organizational commitment, engagement,
harmonious passion, and job pride, five separate multiple linear regression models were run. In
each of the following tests (Hypotheses 2–6), the average score of the items measuring each of
the servant leader behaviors was used as the independent variable. Furthermore, the average
score of each of the employee attitudinal outcomes was calculated and used as the dependent
variable. The following regression model results explain the relationship between each of the
eight independent variables and the five dependent variables.
H2

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported job satisfaction (dependent variable).

To test Hypothesis 2 (the relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant
leadership behaviors and their employees’ self-reported job satisfaction), the average scores of
each of the items of the servant leadership behavior subscales (empowerment, standing back,
accountability, humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) were used as
independent variables in the model. An average of the responses for the three items assessing job
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satisfaction was used as the dependent variable. Gender, age of the respondent, years worked in
intercollegiate athletics, size of the participant’s institution, and years worked at the participant’s
current institution were included to determine whether any of the demographic variables
significantly contributed to the model.
Test results indicated none of the eight servant leadership behaviors nor the participant
characteristics, individually or collectively, significantly predicted an employee’s level of job
satisfaction (F = 1.600; df = 13, 457; p = .08). Due to the lack of significance within the
regression model, no further analysis was necessary and it was determined there was no support
for Hypothesis 2 (see Table 18).

Table 18
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Satisfaction onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Years worked at current college or university

B
2.304
-0.046
-0.002
-0.100
0.109
-0.133
0.133
-0.029
0.176
-0.283
0.010
0.022
0.035
-0.035

F
df
R2

1.600
13, 457
0.044

SE(B)
0.531
0.174
0.106
0.107
0.083
0.094
0.139
0.154
0.139
0.149
0.011
0.014
0.121
0.014

p
0.000
0.792
0.983
0.349
0.194
0.156
0.339
0.848
0.205
0.059
0.348
0.128
0.771
0.013
0.081
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H3

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported affective organizational commitment (dependent variable).

To test Hypothesis 3 (the relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant
leadership behaviors and their employees’ self-reported affective organizational commitment),
each of the servant leadership behavior subscale scores (empowerment, standing back,
accountability, humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) was used as
independent variables in the model (see Table 19); the average affective organizational
commitment score was used as the dependent variable. Gender, age of the respondent, years
worked in intercollegiate athletics, size of the respondent’s institution, and years worked at the
respondent’s current institution were included to determine whether any of the demographic
variables significantly contributed to the model.
Test results indicated none of the eight servant leadership behaviors nor the participant
characteristics, individually or collectively, significantly predicted an employee’s level of
affective organizational commitment (F = 1.316; df = 13, 457; p = .200). Due to the lack of
significance within the regression model, no further analysis was necessary and it was
determined there was no support for Hypothesis 3.
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Table 19
Multiple Linear Regression of Affective Organizational Commitment onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Years worked at current college or university

B
2.608
-0.111
0.116
0.080
0.055
-0.084
0.005
-0.001
0.055
-0.081
0.005
-0.004
-0.060
-0.010

F
df
R2

1.316
13, 457
0.036

H4

SE(B)
0.352
0.116
0.071
0.071
0.055
0.062
0.092
0.102
0.092
0.099
0.007
0.010
0.080
0.009

p
0.000
0.336
0.102
0.256
0.318
0.178
0.955
0.993
0.551
0.415
0.504
0.668
0.458
0.291
0.200

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported employee engagement (dependent variable).

To test Hypothesis 4 (the relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant
leadership behaviors and their employees’ self-reported engagement), the average scores of each
of the servant leadership behavior subscales (empowerment, standing back, accountability,
humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) were used as independent variables
(see Table 20); the average employee-engagement score was used as the dependent variable.
Gender, age of the respondent, years worked in intercollegiate athletics, size of the participant’s
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institution, and years worked at the respondent’s current institution were included to determine
whether any of the demographic variables significantly contributed to the model.

Table 20
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Engagement onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Years worked at current college or university

B
2.705
-0.119
0.086
-0.120
0.010
-0.037
0.006
0.076
0.147
-0.293
0.010
0.007
0.014
-0.021

F
df
R2

1.045
13, 457
0.029

SE(B)
0.465
0.153
0.093
0.093
0.073
0.082
0.122
0.135
0.122
0.131
0.009
0.013
0.106
0.012

p
0.000
0.435
0.356
0.199
0.889
0.655
0.961
0.572
0.227
0.026
0.273
0.570
0.897
0.092
0.407

Test results indicated none of the eight servant leadership behaviors nor the participant
characteristics, individually or collectively, significantly predicted an employee’s level of
engagement (F = 1.045; df = 13, 457; p = .407). Due the lack of significance within the
regression model, no further analysis was necessary and it was determined there was no support
for Hypothesis 4.
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H5

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of harmonious passion (dependent variable).

To test Hypothesis 5 (the relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant
leadership behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of harmonious passion), the
average scores of each of the servant leadership behavior subscales (empowerment, standing
back, accountability, humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) were used as
independent variables (see Table 21); the average harmonious-passion score was used as the
dependent variable. Gender, age of the respondent, years worked in intercollegiate athletics, size
of the participant’s institution, and years worked at the participant’s current institution were
included to determine whether any of the demographic variables significantly contributed to the
model.
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Table 21
Multiple Linear Regression of Harmonious Passion onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Years worked at current college or university

B
2.463
0.035
0.008
-0.014
0.052
-0.001
-0.032
0.089
-0.056
-0.183
0.011
0.007
0.019
-0.018

F
df
R2

0.711
13, 457
0.020

SE(B)
0.416
0.137
0.083
0.084
0.065
0.074
0.109
0.121
0.109
0.117
0.008
0.011
0.095
0.011

p
0.000
0.796
0.921
0.864
0.424
0.985
0.768
0.462
0.607
0.119
0.212
0.524
0.843
0.091
0.753

Test results indicated none of the eight servant leadership behaviors nor the participant
characteristics, individually or collectively, significantly predicted an employee’s level of
harmonious passion (F = 0.711; df = 13, 457; p = .753). Due the lack of significance within the
regression model, no further analysis was necessary and it was determined there was no support
for Hypothesis 5.
H6

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of job pride (dependent variable).
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To test Hypothesis 6 (the relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant
leadership behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of job pride), the average scores of
each of the servant leadership behavior subscales (empowerment, standing back, accountability,
humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) were used as independent variables
(see Table 22); the average job-pride score was used as the dependent variable. Gender, age of
the respondent, years worked in intercollegiate athletics, size of the participant’s institution, and
years worked at the participant’s current institution were included to determine whether any of
the demographic variables significantly contributed to the model.
Test results indicated the eight servant leadership behaviors failed to significantly predict
an employee’s level of job pride (F = 1.697; df = 13, 457; p = .06). The results did indicate,
however, that forgiveness behaviors significantly predicted job pride (β = -0.151; p < 0.05).
However, due the lack of significance within the regression model, no further analysis was
necessary and it was determined there was no support for Hypothesis 6.
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Table 22
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Pride onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Years worked at current college or university

B
2.857
0.055
0.155
-0.073
-0.151
-0.042
0.019
0.073
-0.059
-0.302
0.014
0.002
0.084
-0.018

F
df
R2

1.697
13, 457
0.046

SE(B)
0.399
0.131
0.080
0.080
0.063
0.071
0.105
0.116
0.105
0.113
0.008
0.011
0.091
0.010

p
0.000
0.678
0.053
0.361
0.017
0.556
0.859
0.530
0.573
0.008
0.089
0.833
0.359
0.095
0.059

Hierarchical Linear Regression Modeling
For Hypotheses 7 and 8, hierarchical linear regression modeling was used to determine
whether the presence of a moderator—trust in leader or organizational tenure—would
significantly affect the relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors (independent
variable) and employees’ self-reported attitudinal outcomes (dependent variable).
To perform the hierarchical regression, each of the variables was entered into the model
at a different step. The first model of each test consisted of just the participant-characteristic
variables (gender, age, years in college sport, size of institution) and the dependent variable. In
the second model, the independent variables were entered and followed by the participant-
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characteristic variables and the eight independent servant leadership variables. In the third
model, the variables from model two were included alongside a moderating variable (trust in
leader or organizational tenure). Lastly, in the fourth model, all of the variables from models one,
two, and three were included with the addition of each of the interaction terms. The interaction
terms for model four consisted of the value created by the interaction (moderator x variable =
interaction term) of the servant leadership behavior variables and the moderating variable
(organizational tenure or trust in leader).
In hierarchical regression modeling, the results were considered after each model was
run. Regression and analysis of variance models were run for each model, generating a test
statistic (F), p-value, coefficients, and variance (R2). Each model’s results were then compared in
sequence to determine whether the inclusion of additional variables explained more variance
than did the previous model. The following section reports the results of hierarchical models 1
through 4 for each of the dependent variables in succession for Hypotheses 7 (a to e) and 8 (a to
e). The results of each model are organized by moderator and discussed below.
Trust in Leader
H7

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employee-related outcomes (dependent
variable) will be stronger for employees with higher levels of trust (moderating
variable) in their leader.

To test Hypotheses 7a through 7e (the relationships between an athletics director’s
perceived servant leadership behaviors and employee-related outcomes, as moderated by
employees’ trust in their leader), average scores of each of the subscale items (empowerment,
standing back, accountability, humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) were
used as independent variables. The average scores of each of the items of the employee-related
scales—job satisfaction (three items), affective organizational commitment (eight items), job
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engagement (five items), harmonious passion (three items), and job pride (three items)—were
used as dependent variables.
H7a

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of job satisfaction will be
stronger for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.

To test Hypothesis 7a, job satisfaction was hierarchically regressed onto the eight
independent variables and four models were developed (see Table 23). The non-significant
results of model 1 (F = 1.076; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05) and model 2 (F = 1.208; df = 12, 458; p >
0.05) indicated neither participant characteristics nor servant leadership behaviors significantly
predicted job satisfaction. As such, analysis of effects within models 1 and 2 did not proceed
further.
Model 3 (F = 49.501; df = 13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.585) and model 4 (F = 37.717; df =
21, 449; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.638) were statistically significant. In model 3, approximately 58.5% of
the variation in job satisfaction could be explained by the independent variables. This showed
that higher levels of trust in one’s leader predicted higher levels of job satisfaction (β = 0.750; p
< 0.001). No other variables in the equation were statistically significant predictors of the
dependent variable.
In model 4, approximately 63.8% of the variation in job satisfaction could be explained
by the independent variables. This showed higher levels of trust in one’s leader would predict
lower levels of job satisfaction (β = -0.431; p < 0.01). In other words, the model indicated that as
an employee’s trust in their leader increased, they felt a lower level of job satisfaction.
Furthermore, the interaction between levels of trust in one’s leader and the stewardship subscale
predicted higher levels of job satisfaction (β = 0.141; p < 0.05). No other variables in the
equation were statistically significant predictors of the dependent variable.
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Table 23
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Satisfaction onto the Predictors

Model 1

Variable

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

B

SE(B)

p

B

SE(B)

p

B

SE(B)

p

B

SE(B)

p

Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Trust in leader scale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Standing back subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Accountability subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Courage subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Humility subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Stewardship subscale
F

2.924
-0.289
0.005
0.001
0.061

0.326
0.147
0.010
0.012
0.120

0.000
0.049
0.620
0.927
0.613

2.385
-0.275
0.005
0.004
0.026
-0.014
0.001
-0.113
0.122
-0.143
0.140
-0.022
0.155

0.533
0.150
0.011
0.012
0.122
0.175
0.107
0.107
0.084
0.094
0.140
0.155
0.139

0.000
0.068
0.646
0.775
0.833
0.935
0.991
0.292
0.147
0.130
0.318
0.888
0.267

0.391
-0.141
0.005
-0.001
0.115
0.016
-0.025
-0.129
0.099
0.016
0.094
-0.038
0.023
0.750

0.358
0.099
0.007
0.008
0.080
0.115
0.070
0.070
0.055
0.062
0.092
0.101
0.091
0.030

0.276
0.154
0.437
0.925
0.152
0.886
0.722
0.066
0.073
0.791
0.308
0.708
0.804
0.000

0.615
0.093
0.007
0.008
0.076
0.233
0.130
0.143
0.107
0.127
0.184
0.204
0.194
0.178
0.070
0.040
0.045
0.033
0.037
0.055
0.063
0.061

0.368

1.208

0.275

0.000
0.066
0.318
0.977
0.201
0.700
0.891
0.106
0.238
0.696
0.266
0.501
0.053
0.016
0.474
0.702
0.474
0.059
0.441
0.426
0.540
0.021
0.000

df
R2

4, 466
0.009

49.501
13,
457
0.585

3.882
-0.172
0.007
0.000
0.097
-0.090
-0.018
-0.231
-0.126
-0.050
0.205
-0.138
-0.376
-0.431
0.050
-0.015
0.032
0.062
0.028
-0.044
0.039
0.141
37.717
21,
449
0.638

1.076

12, 458
0.031

0.000
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It should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the
VIF of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 125. A VIF of 10 or
more would indicate problematic multicollinearity (Myers, 1986). This suggested the inclusion
of the eight interaction terms introduced severe multicollinearity to model 4. As such, all
statistical results in model 4 should be viewed with caution. The high levels of multicollinearity
made it prudent to suggest there was a lack of sufficient support in the data for Hypothesis 7a.
H7b

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of affective organizational
commitment will be stronger for employees with higher levels of trust in their
leader.

To test Hypothesis 7b, affective organizational commitment was hierarchically regressed
onto the eight independent variables and four models were developed (see Table 24). The nonsignificant results of model 1 (F = 1.360; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05) and model 2 (F = 1.332; df = 12,
458; p > 0.05) indicated neither participant characteristics nor servant leadership behaviors
significantly predicted affective organizational commitment. As such, analysis of effects within
models 1 and 2 did not proceed further.
Model 3 (F = 32.377; df = 13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.479) and model 4 (F = 22.616; df =
21, 449; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.514) were statistically significant. In model 3, approximately 47.9% of
the variation in affective organizational commitment could be explained by the independent
variables. Specifically, the model showed the number of years worked in intercollegiate athletics
predicted lower levels of affective organizational commitment (β = -0.012; p < 0.05) and higher
levels of trust in one’s leader predicted higher levels of affective organizational commitment (β =
0.444; p = < .001). No other variables in the equation were statistically significant predictors of
the dependent variable.
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Table 24
Multiple Linear Regression of Affective Organizational Commitment onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Trust in leader scale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Empowerment
subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Standing back
subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Accountability
subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Courage subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Humility subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
3.158
-0.090
0.004
-0.011
-0.063

1.360
4, 466
0.012

Model 1
SE(B)
0.215
0.097
0.007
0.008
0.079

p
0.000
0.350
0.599
0.162
0.425

0.247

B
2.630
-0.079
0.003
-0.009
-0.062
-0.102
0.117
0.077
0.059
-0.087
0.007
0.001
0.049

1.332
12, 458
0.034

Model 2
SE(B)
0.351
0.099
0.007
0.008
0.080
0.115
0.071
0.071
0.055
0.062
0.092
0.102
0.092

p
0.000
0.428
0.639
0.256
0.437
0.376
0.099
0.278
0.286
0.164
0.939
0.990
0.595

0.197

B
1.449
0.001
0.004
-0.012
-0.010
-0.084
0.101
0.067
0.045
0.008
-0.020
-0.008
-0.029
0.444

32.377
13,
457
0.479

Model 3
SE(B)
0.265
0.073
0.005
0.006
0.059
0.085
0.052
0.052
0.041
0.046
0.068
0.075
0.068
0.022

p
0.000
0.989
0.483
0.049
0.869
0.321
0.052
0.197
0.264
0.865
0.765
0.911
0.664
0.000

0.000

B
3.445
-0.013
0.004
-0.011
-0.017
-0.035
0.064
0.040
-0.138
-0.021
-0.169
0.067
-0.252
-0.228

Model 4
SE(B)
0.471
0.071
0.005
0.006
0.058
0.178
0.099
0.109
0.082
0.097
0.141
0.156
0.149
0.136

p
0.000
0.859
0.372
0.054
0.772
0.843
0.521
0.715
0.091
0.831
0.229
0.671
0.090
0.095

-0.012

0.053

0.826

0.005

0.031

0.860

0.010
0.055
0.013
0.047
-0.023
0.078
22.616
21,
449
0.514

0.034
0.025
0.028
0.042
0.048
0.047

0.767
0.030
0.640
0.260
0.637
0.096
0.000
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In model 4, approximately 51.4% of the variation in affective organizational commitment
could be explained by the independent variables. The model showed the interaction between
levels of trust in one’s leader and the forgiveness subscale predicted higher levels of affective
organizational commitment (β = 0.055; p < 0.05). No other variables in the equation were
statistically significant predictors of the dependent variable.
It should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the
VIF of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 125. As in the test of
Hypothesis 7A, this suggested the inclusion of the eight interaction terms introduced severe
multicollinearity to model 4. As such, all statistical results in model 4 should be viewed with
caution. The high levels of multicollinearity made it prudent to suggest there was a lack of
sufficient support in the data for Hypothesis 7b.
H7c

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of engagement will be
stronger for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.

To test Hypothesis 7c, employee engagement was hierarchically regressed onto the eight
independent variables and four models were developed (see Table 25). The non-significant
results of model 1 (F = 1.122; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05) and model 2 (F = 0.891; df = 12, 458; p >
0.05) indicated neither participant characteristics nor servant leadership behaviors significantly
predicted employee engagement. As such, analysis of effects within models 1 and 2 did not
proceed further.
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Table 25
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Engagement onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Trust in leader scale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Standing back subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Accountability subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Courage subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Humility subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
2.976
-0.264
0.006
-0.003
0.013

1.112
4, 466
0.009

Model 1
SE(B)
0.283
0.128
0.009
0.011
0.104

p
0.000
0.039
0.503
0.785
0.900

B
2.753
-0.289
0.007
-0.004
0.008
-0.100
0.088
-0.128
0.018
-0.043
0.010
0.081
0.134

0.350

0.891
12, 458
0.023

Model 2
SE(B)
0.465
0.131
0.009
0.011
0.106
0.153
0.093
0.093
0.073
0.082
0.122
0.135
0.122

p
0.000
0.028
0.436
0.727
0.939
0.510
0.345
0.172
0.805
0.606
0.935
0.550
0.270

B
1.249
-0.187
0.008
-0.007
0.075
-0.077
0.069
-0.140
0.001
0.078
-0.025
0.068
0.035
0.565

0.556

27.558
13, 457
0.440

Model 3
SE(B)
0.362
0.100
0.007
0.008
0.081
0.116
0.071
0.071
0.055
0.063
0.093
0.102
0.092
0.031

p
0.001
0.061
0.278
0.392
0.352
0.504
0.334
0.049
0.990
0.216
0.788
0.504
0.709
0.000

0.000

B
5.535
-0.215
0.009
-0.006
0.057
-0.282
-0.131
-0.123
-0.292
0.032
-0.028
-0.075
-0.211
-0.875
0.077
0.056
-0.010
0.081
0.025
-0.012
0.062
0.092
21.678
21, 449
0.541

Model 4
SE(B)
0.602
0.091
0.006
0.008
0.074
0.228
0.127
0.140
0.105
0.124
0.180
0.200
0.190
0.174
0.068
0.039
0.044
0.032
0.036
0.054
0.062
0.060

p
0.000
0.019
0.147
0.448
0.442
0.216
0.302
0.377
0.005
0.797
0.875
0.706
0.268
0.000
0.258
0.158
0.820
0.012
0.495
0.818
0.314
0.122
0.000
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Model 3 (F = 27.558; df = 13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.440) and model 4 (F = 21.678; df =
13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.541) were statistically significant. In model 3, approximately 44% of
the variation in employee engagement could be explained by the independent variables.
Specifically, the model showed that higher scores on the accountability subscale predicted lower
levels of employee engagement (β = -0.140; p < 0.05) and higher levels of trust in one’s leader
predicted higher levels of job engagement (β = 0.565; p < 0.001).
In Model 4, approximately 54.1% of the variation in employee engagement could be
explained by the independent variables within the equation. Specifically, this model showed that
being male predicted lower levels of employee engagement (β = -0.215; p < 0.05) and higher
scores on the forgiveness subscale predicted lower levels of employee engagement.
In the case of trust in one’s leader, model 4 showed that higher scores on the trust-inleader scale predicted lower levels of employee engagement (β = -0.875; p < 0.001) and the
interaction between levels of trust in one’s leader and the forgiveness subscale predicted higher
levels of employee engagement (β = 0.081; p < 0.05). No other variables in the equation were
statistically significant predictors of the dependent variable.
It should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the
VIF of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 125. As outlined above,
these values indicated severe multicollinearity. As such, all statistical results in model 4 should
be viewed with caution. The high levels of multicollinearity made it prudent to suggest there was
a lack of sufficient support in the data for Hypothesis 7c.
H7d

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of harmonious passion will be
stronger for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.
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To test Hypothesis 7d, harmonious passion was hierarchically regressed onto the eight
independent variables and four models were developed (see Table 26). The non-significant
results of model 1 (F = 0.775; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05) and model 2 (F = 0.530; df = 12, 458; p >
0.05) indicated neither participant characteristics nor servant leadership behaviors significantly
predicted harmonious passion. As such, analysis of effects within models 1 and 2 did not proceed
further.
Model 3 (F = 17.095; df = 13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.327) and model 4 (F = 12.151; df =
13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.362) were statistically significant. In model 3, approximately 32.7% of
the variation in harmonious passion could be explained by the independent variables. This model
showed that higher levels of trust in one’s leader predicted higher levels of harmonious passion
(β = 0.437; p < 0.001).
In model 4, approximately 36.2% of the variation in harmonious passion could be
explained by the independent variables. Specifically, the model showed that higher scores on the
courage subscale predicted higher levels of harmonious passion (β = 0.334; p < 0.05).
Furthermore, the model showed the interaction between levels of trust in one’s leader and the
courage subscale predicted lower levels of harmonious passion (β = -0.077; p < 0.05). No other
variables in the equation were statistically significant predictors of the dependent variable.
It should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the
VIF of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 125. As outlined above,
these values indicated severe multicollinearity. As such, all statistical results in model 4 should
be viewed with caution. The high levels of multicollinearity made it prudent to suggest there was
a lack of sufficient support in the data for Hypothesis 7d.
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Table 26
Multiple Linear Regression of Harmonious Passion onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Trust in leader scale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Standing back subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Accountability subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Courage subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Humility subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
2.829
-0.177
0.007
-0.003
0.023

0.775
4, 466
0.007

Model 1
SE(B)
p
0.252 0.000
0.114 0.120
0.008 0.374
0.010 0.761
0.093 0.803

0.542

B
2.506
-0.179
0.008
-0.003
0.014
0.052
0.010
-0.021
0.059
-0.007
-0.029
0.093
-0.067

0.530
12, 458
0.014

Model 2
SE(B)
p
0.416
0.000
0.117
0.128
0.008
0.351
0.010
0.785
0.095
0.885
0.137
0.701
0.084
0.903
0.084
0.800
0.065
0.364
0.074
0.929
0.109
0.792
0.121
0.443
0.109
0.536

0.896

B
1.345
-0.101
0.008
-0.005
0.065
0.070
-0.005
-0.031
0.046
0.086
-0.056
0.083
-0.144
0.437

17.095
13, 457
0.327

Model 3
SE(B)
0.353
0.097
0.007
0.008
0.079
0.113
0.069
0.069
0.054
0.061
0.090
0.100
0.090
0.030

p
0.000
0.301
0.241
0.521
0.406
0.534
0.941
0.657
0.396
0.159
0.538
0.404
0.110
0.000

0.000

B
3.130
-0.119
0.009
-0.005
0.050
-0.095
-0.077
-0.133
0.024
0.334
-0.045
-0.047
-0.306
-0.164
0.059
0.023
0.035
0.000
-0.077
-0.012
0.041
0.062
12.151
21, 449
0.362

Model 4
SE(B)
0.633
0.096
0.007
0.008
0.078
0.239
0.134
0.147
0.110
0.130
0.189
0.210
0.199
0.183
0.072
0.041
0.046
0.034
0.038
0.056
0.065
0.063

p
0.000
0.216
0.187
0.509
0.518
0.690
0.565
0.364
0.828
0.011
0.813
0.824
0.126
0.371
0.411
0.574
0.452
0.995
0.042
0.827
0.532
0.320
0.000
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H7e

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of job pride will be stronger
for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.

To test Hypothesis 7e, job pride was hierarchically regressed onto the eight independent
variables and four models were developed (see Table 27). The non-significant results of model 1
(F = 1.420; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05) and model 2 (F = 1.598; df = 12, 458; p > 0.05) indicated
neither participant characteristics nor servant leadership behaviors significantly predicted
employee engagement. As such, analysis of effects within models 1 or 2 did not proceed further.
Model 3 (F = 12.460; df = 13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.262) and model 4 (F = 8.841; df =
13, 457; p < 0.001; R2 = 0.284) were statistically significant. In model 3, approximately 26.2% of
the variation in job pride could be explained by the independent variables. Specifically, the
model showed that being a male predicted lower levels of job pride (β = -0.234; p < 0.05), higher
scores on the standing-back subscale predicted higher levels of job pride (β = 0.144; p < 0.05),
higher scores on the forgiveness subscale predicted lower levels of job pride (β = -0.155; p <
0.01), and higher levels of trust in one’s leader predicted higher levels of job pride (β = 0.357; p
< 0.001). No other variables in the equation were statistically significant predictors of the
dependent variable.
In model 4, approximately 28.4% of the variation in job pride could be explained by the
independent variables. Specifically, the model showed that being a male predicted lower levels
of job pride (β = -0.241; p < 0.05), higher scores on the forgiveness scale predicted lower levels
of job pride (β = -0.231; p < 0.05), and the interaction between levels of trust in one’s leader and
the authenticity subscale predicted higher levels of job pride (B = 0.117; p < 0.05). No other
variables in the equation were statistically significant predictors of the dependent variable. It
should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the VIF of
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numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 125. As noted above, a VIF of
10 or more indicated problematic multicollinearity (Myers, 1986), suggesting severe
multicollinearity was introduced to model 4 by the inclusion of the eight interaction terms. As
such, all statistical results in model 4 should be viewed with caution. The high levels of
multicollinearity made it prudent to suggest there was a lack of sufficient support in the data for
Hypothesis 7e.
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Table 27
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Pride onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Trust in leader scale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Standing back subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Accountability subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Courage subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Humility subscale
Interaction of Trust in leader scale and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
2.832
-0.234
0.009
-0.004
0.044

1.420
4, 466
0.012

Model 1
SE(B)
0.245
0.110
0.008
0.009
0.090

p
0.000
0.034
0.248
0.689
0.627

B
2.898
-0.298
0.011
-0.007
0.079
0.071
0.157
-0.080
-0.144
-0.047
0.022
0.077
-0.070

0.226

1.598
12, 458
0.040

Model 2
SE(B)
0.399
0.113
0.008
0.009
0.091
0.131
0.080
0.080
0.063
0.071
0.105
0.116
0.105

p
0.000
0.009
0.162
0.448
0.388
0.590
0.051
0.319
0.022
0.510
0.834
0.509
0.504

B
1.948
-0.234
0.011
-0.009
0.121
0.085
0.144
-0.088
-0.155
0.029
0.000
0.069
-0.133
0.357

0.089

12.460
13, 457
0.262

Model 3
SE(B)
0.360
0.099
0.007
0.008
0.080
0.115
0.070
0.071
0.055
0.062
0.092
0.102
0.092
0.031

p
0.000
0.019
0.103
0.265
0.132
0.459
0.041
0.214
0.005
0.638
1.000
0.499
0.149
0.000

0.000

B
3.121
-0.241
0.012
-0.008
0.131
0.081
0.223
0.065
-0.231
0.040
-0.355
0.136
-0.336
-0.042
-0.001
-0.034
-0.052
0.017
0.005
0.117
-0.016
0.075
8.481
21, 449
0.284

SE(B)
0.652
0.099
0.007
0.008
0.080
0.247
0.138
0.151
0.113
0.135
0.195
0.217
0.206
0.189
0.074
0.043
0.047
0.035
0.039
0.058
0.067
0.065

p
0.000
0.015
0.092
0.315
0.104
0.742
0.105
0.665
0.042
0.767
0.069
0.532
0.103
0.824
0.987
0.428
0.270
0.621
0.908
0.045
0.810
0.248
0.000
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Organizational Tenure
H8

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors (independent variables) and employee-related outcomes (dependent
variable) will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within the
organization (moderating variable).

To test Hypotheses 8a through 8e (the relationships between an athletics director’s
perceived servant leadership behaviors and employee-related outcomes, as moderated by
organizational tenure), the average scores of the subscale items (empowerment, standing back,
accountability, humility, authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) were used as
independent variables. The average scores of each of the items of the employee-related scales—
job satisfaction (three items, α = .956), affective organizational commitment (eight items, α =
.854), job engagement (five items, α = .924), harmonious passion (three items, α = .900), and job
pride (three items, α = .926)—were used as dependent variables. As discussed in the introduction
to this section, a separate hierarchical regression model was calculated to test the relationships
between each of the eight independent variables and each of the five dependent variables with
organizational tenure as the interaction term and moderating variable.
H8a

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of job satisfaction will be
stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within their organization.

To test Hypothesis 8a, job satisfaction was hierarchically regressed onto the eight
independent variables and four models were developed (see Table 28). The non-significant
results of model 1 (F = 1.076; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05), model 2 (F = 1.208; df = 12, 458; p > 0.05),
and model 3 (F = 1.600; df = 13, 457; p > 0.05) indicated participant characteristics, servant
leadership behaviors, and organizational tenure did not significantly predict job satisfaction. As
such, further analysis of effects within models 1, 2, and 3 was unnecessary.
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Table 28
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Satisfaction onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Years worked at current college or university
Interaction of years worked and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of years worked and Standing back subscale
Interaction of years worked and Accountability subscale
Interaction of years worked and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of years worked and Courage subscale
Interaction of years worked and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of years worked and Humility subscale
Interaction of years worked and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
2.924
-0.289
0.005
0.001
0.061

1.076
4, 466
0.009

Model 1
SE(B)
0.326
0.147
0.010
0.012
0.120

p
0.000
0.049
0.620
0.927
0.613

B
2.385
-0.275
0.005
0.004
0.026
-0.014
0.001
-0.113
0.122
-0.143
0.140
-0.022
0.155

0.368

1.208
12, 458
0.031

Model 2
SE(B)
0.533
0.150
0.011
0.012
0.122
0.175
0.107
0.107
0.084
0.094
0.140
0.155
0.139

p
0.000
0.068
0.646
0.775
0.833
0.935
0.991
0.292
0.147
0.130
0.318
0.888
0.267

B
2.304
-0.283
0.010
0.022
0.035
-0.046
-0.002
-0.100
0.109
-0.133
0.133
-0.029
0.176
-0.035

0.275

1.600
13, 457
0.044

Model 3
SE(B)
0.531
0.149
0.011
0.014
0.121
0.174
0.106
0.107
0.083
0.094
0.139
0.154
0.139
0.014

p
0.000
0.059
0.348
0.128
0.771
0.792
0.983
0.349
0.194
0.156
0.339
0.848
0.205
0.013

0.081

B
2.168
-0.289
0.008
0.023
0.025
0.191
0.093
-0.334
0.096
-0.008
-0.008
-0.070
0.225
-0.022
-0.032
-0.011
0.031
0.008
-0.018
0.024
0.002
-0.009
1.684
21, 449
0.073

Model 4
SE(B)
0.683
0.150
0.011
0.014
0.121
0.230
0.136
0.150
0.109
0.120
0.184
0.198
0.189
0.049
0.019
0.014
0.014
0.010
0.011
0.016
0.017
0.018

p
0.002
0.055
0.482
0.115
0.839
0.407
0.497
0.027
0.378
0.946
0.966
0.725
0.233
0.653
0.105
0.399
0.024
0.447
0.087
0.125
0.912
0.603
0.030
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Model 4 was statistically significant (F = 1.684; df = 21, 449; p < 0.05; R2 = 0.073).
These results indicated that approximately 7.3% of the variation in job satisfaction could be
explained by the independent variables. More specifically, the model showed that lower scores
on the accountability subscale predicted higher levels of job satisfaction (β = -0.334; p < 0.05).
Moreover, the interaction between organizational tenure and the accountability subscale affected
the relationship between accountability behaviors and job satisfaction. This interaction suggested
an employee’s tenure within their organization had a positive impact on how accountability
behaviors affected job satisfaction (β = 0.031; p < 0.05). However, the level of tenure at which
the effect occurred was unknown.
It should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the
VIF of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 85. A VIF of 10 or
more indicated problematic multicollinearity (Myers, 1986). This suggested the inclusion of the
eight interaction terms introduced severe multicollinearity to model 4. As such, all statistical
results in model 4 should be viewed with caution. The high levels of multicollinearity made it
prudent to suggest there was a lack of sufficient support in the data for Hypothesis 8a.
H8b

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported level of affective organizational
commitment will be stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within their
organization.

To test Hypothesis 8b, affective organizational commitment was hierarchically regressed
onto the eight independent variables, and four models were developed (see Table 29). The nonsignificant results of all four models—model 1 (F = 1.360; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05), model 2 (F =
1.332; df = 12, 458; p > 0.05), model 3 (F = 1.316; df = 13, 457; p > 0.05), and model 4 (F =
1.503; df = 21, 449; p > 0.05)—indicated participant characteristics, servant leadership
behaviors, and organizational tenure did not significantly predict affective organizational
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commitment. Moreover, the results of model 4 indicated the interaction effect of organizational
tenure did not significantly affect the relationship between servant leadership behaviors and
employees’ affective organizational commitment. As such, further analysis of effects within all
four models was unnecessary.
It should be noted the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the VIF
of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 85. As outlined above, these
values indicated severe multicollinearity. As such, all statistical results in model 4 should be
viewed with caution. The high levels of multicollinearity made it prudent to suggest there was a
lack of sufficient support in the data for Hypothesis 8b.
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Table 29
Multiple Linear Regression of Affective Organizational Commitment onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Years worked at current college or university
Interaction of years worked and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of years worked and Standing back subscale
Interaction of years worked and Accountability subscale
Interaction of years worked and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of years worked and Courage subscale
Interaction of years worked and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of years worked and Humility subscale
Interaction of years worked and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
3.158
-0.090
0.004
-0.011
-0.063

1.360
4, 466
0.012

Model 1
SE(B)
0.215
0.097
0.007
0.008
0.079

p
0.000
0.350
0.599
0.162
0.425

B
2.630
-0.079
0.003
-0.009
-0.062
-0.102
0.117
0.077
0.059
-0.087
0.007
0.001
0.049

0.247

1.332
12, 458
0.034

Model 2
SE(B)
0.351
0.099
0.007
0.008
0.080
0.115
0.071
0.071
0.055
0.062
0.092
0.102
0.092

p
0.000
0.428
0.639
0.256
0.437
0.376
0.099
0.278
0.286
0.164
0.939
0.990
0.595

B
2.608
-0.081
0.005
-0.004
-0.060
-0.111
0.116
0.080
0.055
-0.084
0.005
-0.001
0.055
-0.010

0.197

1.316
13, 457
0.036

Model 3
SE(B)
0.352
0.099
0.007
0.010
0.080
0.116
0.071
0.071
0.055
0.062
0.092
0.102
0.092
0.009

p
0.000
0.415
0.504
0.668
0.458
0.336
0.102
0.256
0.318
0.178
0.955
0.993
0.551
0.291

0.200

B
2.623
-0.081
0.003
-0.003
-0.071
0.001
0.207
-0.094
0.043
-0.025
-0.094
-0.013
0.116
-0.014
-0.014
-0.013
0.024
0.006
-0.009
0.017
-0.001
-0.010
1.503
21, 449
0.066

Model 4
SE(B)
0.453
0.100
0.007
0.010
0.080
0.153
0.090
0.100
0.072
0.080
0.122
0.131
0.125
0.033
0.013
0.009
0.009
0.007
0.007
0.011
0.012
0.012

p
0.000
0.418
0.715
0.775
0.375
0.996
0.022
0.345
0.552
0.758
0.440
0.919
0.356
0.665
0.280
0.151
0.011
0.390
0.230
0.104
0.959
0.395
0.071
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H8c

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of engagement will be
stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within their organization.

To test Hypothesis 8c, employee engagement was hierarchically regressed onto the eight
independent variables and four models were developed (see Table 30). The non-significant
results of all four models—model 1 (F = 1.122; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05), model 2 (F = 0.891; df =
12, 458; p > 0.05), model 3 (F = 1.045; df = 13, 457; p > 0.05), and model 4 (F = 1.159; df = 21,
449; p > 0.05)—indicated participant characteristics, servant leadership behaviors, and
organizational tenure did not significantly predict employee engagement. Moreover, the results
of model 4 indicated the interaction effect of organizational tenure did not significantly affect the
relationship between servant leadership behaviors and employee engagement. As such, further
analysis of effects within all four models was unnecessary.
It should be noted the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the VIF
of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 85. As outlined above, a
VIF of 10 or more indicated problematic multicollinearity (Myers, 1986), which was likely
introduced by the inclusion of the eight interaction terms. As such, all statistical results in model
4 should be viewed with caution. The high levels of multicollinearity made it prudent to suggest
there was a lack of sufficient support in the data for Hypothesis 8c.
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Table 30
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Engagement onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Years worked at current college or university
Interaction of years worked and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of years worked and Standing back subscale
Interaction of years worked and Accountability subscale
Interaction of years worked and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of years worked and Courage subscale
Interaction of years worked and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of years worked and Humility subscale
Interaction of years worked and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
2.976
-0.264
0.006
-0.003
0.013

1.112
4, 466
0.009

Model 1
SE(B)
0.283
0.128
0.009
0.011
0.104

p
0.000
0.039
0.503
0.785
0.900

B
2.753
-0.289
0.007
-0.004
0.008
-0.100
0.088
-0.128
0.018
-0.043
0.010
0.081
0.134

0.350

0.891
12, 458
0.023

Model 2
SE(B)
0.465
0.131
0.009
0.011
0.106
0.153
0.093
0.093
0.073
0.082
0.122
0.135
0.122

p
0.000
0.028
0.436
0.727
0.939
0.510
0.345
0.172
0.805
0.606
0.935
0.550
0.270

B
2.705
-0.293
0.010
0.007
0.014
-0.119
0.086
-0.120
0.010
-0.037
0.006
0.076
0.147
-0.021

0.556

1.045
13, 457
0.029

Model 3
SE(B)
0.465
0.131
0.009
0.013
0.106
0.153
0.093
0.093
0.073
0.082
0.122
0.135
0.122
0.012

p
0.000
0.026
0.273
0.570
0.897
0.435
0.356
0.199
0.889
0.655
0.961
0.572
0.227
0.092

0.407

B
2.752
-0.299
0.010
0.005
0.024
0.155
0.078
-0.338
-0.015
-0.030
-0.041
0.127
0.111
-0.034
-0.038
0.005
0.029
0.007
-0.001
0.008
-0.012
0.004
1.159
21, 449
0.051

Model 4
SE(B)
0.601
0.132
0.009
0.013
0.107
0.203
0.120
0.132
0.096
0.106
0.161
0.174
0.166
0.043
0.017
0.012
0.012
0.009
0.009
0.014
0.015
0.016

p
0.000
0.024
0.291
0.694
0.824
0.446
0.517
0.011
0.876
0.776
0.801
0.467
0.505
0.437
0.025
0.660
0.016
0.445
0.917
0.553
0.450
0.792
0.283
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H8d

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of harmonious passion will be
stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within their organization.

To test Hypothesis 8d, harmonious passion was hierarchically regressed onto the eight
independent variables and four models were developed (see Table 31). The non-significant
results of model 1 (F = 0.775; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05), model 2 (F = 0.530; df = 12, 458; p > 0.05),
and model 3 (F = 0.896; df = 13, 457; p > 0.05) indicated participant characteristics, servant
leadership behaviors, and organizational tenure did not significantly predict employee levels of
harmonious passion. As such, further analysis of effects within models 1, 2, and 3 was
unnecessary.
The results of model 4 were statistically significant (F = 1.159; df = 21, 449; p > 0.05; R2
= 0.074). The results indicated approximately 7.4% of the variation in harmonious passion could
be explained by the independent variables. Moreover, the model suggested the interaction
between an employee’s organizational tenure and the accountability subscale significantly
affected the relationship between accountability behaviors and harmonious passion (β = 0.024; p
< 0.05). The model also showed the interaction between an employee’s organizational tenure and
the humility subscale significantly changed the relationship between the humility subscale and
harmonious passion (β = 0.029; p < 0.05). No other variables in the equation were statistically
significant predictors of the dependent variable.
It should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the
VIF of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 125. As outlined above,
these values indicated severe multicollinearity. As such, all statistical results in model 4 should
be viewed with caution. Even though model four supported organizational tenure as a moderator
of the relationship between accountability and humility behaviors and an employee’s feeling of
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harmonious passion, the high levels of multicollinearity indicated these results might not be
accurate. Thus, there was a lack of statistical support for Hypothesis 8d.
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Table 31
Multiple Linear Regression of Harmonious Passion onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Years worked at current college or university
Interaction of years worked and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of years worked and Standing back subscale
Interaction of years worked and Accountability subscale
Interaction of years worked and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of years worked and Courage subscale
Interaction of years worked and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of years worked and Humility subscale
Interaction of years worked and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
2.829
-0.177
0.007
-0.003
0.023

0.775
4, 466
0.007

Model 1
SE(B)
0.252
0.114
0.008
0.010
0.093

p
0.000
0.120
0.374
0.761
0.803

B
2.506
-0.179
0.008
-0.003
0.014
0.052
0.010
-0.021
0.059
-0.007
-0.029
0.093
-0.067

0.542

0.530
12,
458
0.014

Model 2
SE(B)
0.416
0.117
0.008
0.010
0.095
0.137
0.084
0.084
0.065
0.074
0.109
0.121
0.109

p
0.000
0.128
0.351
0.785
0.885
0.701
0.903
0.800
0.364
0.929
0.792
0.443
0.536

B
2.463
-0.183
0.011
0.007
0.019
0.035
0.008
-0.014
0.052
-0.001
-0.032
0.089
-0.056
-0.018

0.896

0.711
13,
457
0.020

Model 3
SE(B)
0.416
0.117
0.008
0.011
0.095
0.137
0.083
0.084
0.065
0.074
0.109
0.121
0.109
0.011

p
0.000
0.119
0.212
0.524
0.843
0.796
0.921
0.864
0.424
0.985
0.768
0.462
0.607
0.091

0.753

B
1.629
-0.195
0.008
0.009
0.019
0.159
0.162
-0.221
0.147
0.038
0.119
-0.151
0.084
0.068
-0.019
-0.020
0.024
-0.006
-0.003
-0.011
0.029
-0.018
1.707
21,
449
0.074

Model 4
SE(B)
0.529
0.116
0.008
0.011
0.094
0.178
0.105
0.116
0.084
0.093
0.142
0.153
0.146
0.038
0.015
0.011
0.011
0.008
0.008
0.012
0.013
0.014

p
0.002
0.093
0.366
0.407
0.836
0.374
0.126
0.058
0.082
0.685
0.404
0.325
0.567
0.074
0.219
0.062
0.026
0.466
0.723
0.382
0.032
0.188
0.027
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H8e

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of job pride will be stronger
for employees with a shorter tenure within their organization.

To test Hypothesis 8e, job pride was hierarchically regressed onto the eight independent
variables and four models were developed (see Table 32). The non-significant results of all four
models—model 1 (F = 1.420; df = 4, 466; p > 0.05), model 2 (F = 1.598; df = 12, 458; p > 0.05),
model 3 (F = 1.697; df = 13, 457; p > 0.05), and model 4—indicated participant characteristics,
servant leadership behaviors, and organizational tenure did not significantly predict job pride (F
= 1.297; df = 21, 449; p = 0.175). Moreover, the results of model four indicated the interaction
effect of organizational tenure did not significantly change the relationship between servant
leadership behaviors and job pride. As such, further analysis of effects within all four models
was unnecessary.
It should be noted that the inclusion of the eight interaction terms in model 4 caused the
VIF of numerous variables in the equation to jump to values greater than 125. A VIF of 10 or
more indicated problematic multicollinearity (Myers, 1986), suggesting the inclusion of the eight
interaction terms introduced severe multicollinearity to model 4. Although none of the four
models testing organizational tenure as a moderator of the relationship between the independent
variables and job pride were significant, these high levels of multicollinearity should be kept in
mind as they indicated the results might not be accurate. Even so, there was a lack of statistical
support for Hypothesis 8e.
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Table 32
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Pride onto the Predictors
Variable
Constant
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Size of institution
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Years worked at current college or university
Interaction of years worked and Empowerment subscale
Interaction of years worked and Standing back subscale
Interaction of years worked and Accountability subscale
Interaction of years worked and Forgiveness subscale
Interaction of years worked and Courage subscale
Interaction of years worked and Authenticity subscale
Interaction of years worked and Humility subscale
Interaction of years worked and Stewardship subscale
F
df
R2

B
2.832
-0.234
0.009
-0.004
0.044

1.420
4, 466
0.012

Model 1
SE(B)
0.245
0.110
0.008
0.009
0.090

p
0.000
0.034
0.248
0.689
0.627

B
2.898
-0.298
0.011
-0.007
0.079
0.071
0.157
-0.080
-0.144
-0.047
0.022
0.077
-0.070

0.226

1.598
12, 458
0.040

Model 2
SE(B)
0.399
0.113
0.008
0.009
0.091
0.131
0.080
0.080
0.063
0.071
0.105
0.116
0.105

p
0.000
0.009
0.162
0.448
0.388
0.590
0.051
0.319
0.022
0.510
0.834
0.509
0.504

B
2.857
-0.302
0.014
0.002
0.084
0.055
0.155
-0.073
-0.151
-0.042
0.019
0.073
-0.059
-0.018

0.089

1.697
13, 457
0.046

Model 3
SE(B)
0.399
0.113
0.008
0.011
0.091
0.131
0.080
0.080
0.063
0.071
0.105
0.116
0.105
0.010

p
0.000
0.008
0.089
0.833
0.359
0.678
0.053
0.361
0.017
0.556
0.859
0.530
0.573
0.095

0.059

B
2.618
-0.315
0.012
0.003
0.080
0.104
0.218
-0.173
-0.108
0.004
0.075
-0.046
-0.010
0.009
-0.007
-0.008
0.012
-0.003
-0.006
-0.004
0.016
-0.006
1.297
21, 449
0.057

Model 4
SE(B)
0.519
0.114
0.008
0.011
0.092
0.175
0.104
0.114
0.083
0.091
0.140
0.150
0.144
0.038
0.015
0.010
0.011
0.008
0.008
0.012
0.013
0.014

p
0.000
0.006
0.136
0.761
0.389
0.552
0.036
0.131
0.192
0.965
0.591
0.758
0.945
0.812
0.615
0.420
0.274
0.671
0.480
0.758
0.240
0.648
0.175
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The results of moderation analysis via hierarchical linear regression modeling showed
that moderation was present at times but failed to reveal the level of moderation and were
damaged by the level of multicollinearity. To control for the high levels of multicollinearity and
determine the levels at which significant interaction relationships occurred, further analysis was
needed. A search of the literature identified Hayes’s (2012) PROCESS macro as a suitable
analysis procedure with which to achieve a deeper understanding of the results.
PROCESS Moderation Analysis
After the initial analysis was complete, subsequent analysis revealed that even though
some hierarchical models were not statistically significant, the high levels of multicollinearity
and individual variable significance reflected a need for further analysis. To test Hypotheses 7
(a-e) and 8 (a-e) and analyze the indirect effect of each moderating variable, a separate multiple
linear regression model using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) was performed. “Moderation
analysis is used when one is interested in testing whether the magnitude of a variable’s effect on
some outcome variable of interest depends on a third variable or set of variables” (Hayes, 2012,
p. 4).
The use of the PROCESS macro and bootstrapping technique made a minimal demand on
sample size, thus making it especially appropriate for testing a conceptual model with a
relatively small sample size (Hayes, 2018). Analyses of total effect, indirect effect, bootstrapped
bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals of the indirect effect, and 5,000 bootstrapped samples
were evaluated. In the Hayes (2012) PROCESS macro analysis, continuous predictors were
mean centered.
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Trust in Leader
To re-test the effect of the trust in leader variable as a moderator of the relationships
between independent variables (empowerment, standing back, accountability, humility,
authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) and dependent variables (job satisfaction,
affective organizational commitment, employee engagement, harmonious passion, job pride),
regression analysis using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) was employed. The trust in leader
variable was measured using three scale items ranging from 1–5. This attitudinal variable was
found to significantly moderate the individual relationships between five independent variables
(empowerment, stewardship, forgiveness, authenticity, and courage) and four dependent
variables (job satisfaction, employee engagement, harmonious passion, and job pride).
The interactions of trust in the relationship between the independent and dependent
variables were calculated by the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) using percentages of the range
where low = 25%, medium = 50%, and high = 75% of the range of data. For this dataset, the
thresholds of trust were low = 1, moderate = 3, and high = 4. While the results were not
significant in all cases, feelings of trust (low, moderate, high) toward one’s leader were found to
significantly alter the relationships between empowerment and job satisfaction, stewardship and
job satisfaction, forgiveness and employee engagement, courage and harmonious passion, and
authenticity and job pride. These results are discussed in greater detail below.
H7a

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of job satisfaction will be
stronger for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.

When regressed onto the servant leadership behaviors, the test results indicated
employees who felt significant levels of job satisfaction also perceived empowerment behaviors
by their leader (F(7, 462) = 57.11, p < .001, R2 = .46). Thus, the interaction of empowerment and
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trust changed the relationship between empowerment and job satisfaction, explaining 46% of the
variance in that relationship. Furthermore, empowerment behaviors (β = -.163, t(462) = -3.35, p
< .001) were found to have an independent negative impact on job satisfaction; in contrast, trust
in one’s leader, on its own, was not (β = -.033, t(462) = -.526, p = .599). The interaction of
empowerment and trust also changed the nature of the relationship between empowerment and
job satisfaction by doing so at low, moderate, and high employee-perceived levels of trust in
one’s leader (see Figure 3).

Figure 3. The relationship between empowerment behaviors and job satisfaction at different
levels of trust.

When empowerment behaviors significantly predicted job satisfaction, they did so as
moderated by low, moderate, and high levels of perceived trust (β = .069, t(462) = 4.58, p <
.001) in one’s leader (see Figure 3). When employees reported low levels of trust in their
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athletics director, there was a significant negative relationship between the perception of
empowerment behaviors and feelings of job satisfaction (β = -.093, t(462) = -2.59, p < .01).
When employees reported moderate levels of trust in their athletics director, there was a
significant positive relationship between the perception of empowerment behaviors and feelings
of job satisfaction (β = .046, t(462) = 1.98, p < .05). When employees reported high levels of
trust in their athletics director, there was a significant positive relationship between the
perception of empowerment behaviors and feelings of job satisfaction (β = .185, t(462) = 4.60, p
< .001).
When employees reported significant levels of job satisfaction, they also perceived
stewardship behaviors from their athletics director. For stewardship, the overall model was
significant (F(7, 462) = 58.76, p < .001, R2 = .47), showing the interaction of forgiveness and
trust explained 47% of the variance in the relationship between stewardship and job satisfaction.
Stewardship behaviors (β = -.194, t(462) = -4.41, p < .001) were found to have an independent
negative impact on job satisfaction; in contrast, trust in one’s leader, on its own, was not (β = .060, t(462) = -1.01, p = .31). The interaction of stewardship and trust also changed the nature of
the relationship between forgiveness and employee engagement by doing so at low and high
employee-perceived levels of trust in one’s leader (see Figure 4).
The interaction of stewardship behaviors and trust significantly changed the relationship
between stewardship and job satisfaction (β = .074, t(462) = 5.39, p < .001). When the
interaction significantly predicted job satisfaction, it did so as moderated by low and high
employee-perceived levels of trust in one’s leader (see Figure 4). When employees reported low
levels of trust in their athletics director, there was a significant negative relationship between the
perception of stewardship behaviors and feelings of job satisfaction (β = -.120, t(462) = -3.71, p
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< .001). When employees reported high levels of trust in their athletics director, there was a
significant positive relationship between the perception of stewardship behaviors and feelings of
job satisfaction (β = .175, t(462) = 4.89, p < .001).

Figure 4. The relationship between stewardship behaviors and job satisfaction at different levels
of trust.

H7c

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of engagement will be
stronger for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.

When employees reported significant levels of engagement, they also perceived
forgiveness behaviors from their athletics director. For forgiveness and employee engagement,
the overall model was significant (F(7, 462) = 55.17, p < .001, R2 = .46), showing the interaction
of forgiveness and trust in one’s leader changed the relationship between forgiveness and
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engagement. The interaction also explained 46% of the variance in the relationship between
forgiveness and employee engagement. Forgiveness behaviors were found to have an
independent positive impact on employee engagement (β = .303, t(462) = 3.81, p < .001).
Moreover, trust in one’s leader also had an independent positive impact on employee
engagement (β = .656, t(462) = 12.22, p < .001). The interaction of forgiveness and trust also
affected the nature of the relationship between forgiveness and employee engagement (β = -1.00,
t(462) = -4.25, p < .001).
The interaction of forgiveness behaviors and trust significantly changed the relationship
between forgiveness and engagement. When the interaction predicted employee engagement, it
did so as moderated by low and high employee-perceived levels of trust in one’s leader (see
Figure 5). When employees reported low levels of trust in their athletics director, there was a
significant positive relationship between the perception of forgiveness behaviors and feelings of
employee engagement (β = .203, t(462) = 3.38, p < .001). However, when employees reported
high levels of trust in their athletics director, there was a significant negative relationship
between the perception of forgiveness behaviors and feelings of employee engagement (β = .197, t(462) = .-3.19, p < .05).
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Figure 5. The relationship between forgiveness behaviors and employee engagement at different
levels of trust.

H7d

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of harmonious passion will be
stronger for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.

When employees felt significant levels of harmonious passion, they also perceived
courage behaviors from their athletics director. The overall model was significant (F(7, 462) =
30.71, p < .001, R2 = .32), showing the interaction of courage and trust explained 32% of the
variance in the relationship between courage and harmonious passion. However, the data showed
that when considered independently, courage behaviors (β = .025, t(462) = .2622, p = .793) were
not significantly related to harmonious passion. On the other hand, trust in one’s leader did have
an independent positive impact on harmonious passion (β = .391, t(462) = 4.24, p < .001). The
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interaction of courage and trust also did not significantly impact perceived harmonious passion
(β = .013, t(462) = .426, p > .671).

H7e

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of job pride will be stronger
for employees with higher levels of trust in their leader.

When employees perceived significant levels of job pride, they also perceived
authenticity behaviors from their athletics director. The overall model was significant (F(7, 462)
= 20.99, p < .001, R2 = .241), showing the interaction of authenticity and trust explained 24% of
the variance in the relationship between authenticity and job pride. Authenticity behaviors were
found to have an independent positive impact on job pride (β = -.230, t(462) = -2.06, p < .05),
whereas trust in one’s leader was not (β = -.010, t(462) = -.084, p < .05). The interaction of
authenticity and trust in one’s leader affected the nature of the relationship between authenticity
and employee job pride.
When the interaction of authenticity behaviors and trust in one’s leader significantly
predicted job pride (β = .102, t(462) = 2.96, p < .01), it did so as moderated by high employeeperceived levels of trust in one’s leader (see Figure 6). When employees reported high levels of
trust in their athletics director, there was a significant positive relationship between the
perception of authenticity behaviors and feelings of job pride (β = .279, t(462) = 3.05, p < .05).
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Figure 6. The relationship between authenticity behaviors and job pride at different levels of
trust.

Organizational Tenure
To test the moderating effect of organizational tenure on the individual relationships
between independent variables (empowerment, standing back, accountability, humility,
authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) and dependent variables (job satisfaction,
affective organizational commitment, employee engagement, harmonious passion, job pride),
regression analysis using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) was employed. Organizational
tenure was measured by asking participants to report how many years they had worked at their
current institution.
This participant characteristic, labeled “years at current institution,” was found to
significantly moderate (affect) the relationships among three of the independent variables
(empowerment, standing back, stewardship) and one of the dependent variables (harmonious
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passion). During analysis, levels of organizational tenure were calculated by the PROCESS
macro (Hayes, 2012) using percentages of the range where low = 25%, medium = 50%, and high
= 75% of the range of the data. For this dataset, low tenure = 1 year, medium = 4 years, and high
= 9 or more years. The results of those relationships are described below.
H8d

The relationship between an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership
behaviors and their employees’ self-reported levels of harmonious passion will be
stronger for employees with a shorter tenure within their organization.

The duration of an employee’s tenure at their current institution significantly impacted
the relationship among the athletics director’s perceived empowerment, stewardship, and
standing-back behaviors and the employee’s feelings of harmonious passion. The model of
empowerment and harmonious passion was significant (F(6, 463) = 2.29, p < .05, R2 = .029),
showing the interaction of empowerment and organizational tenure explained 2.9% of the
variance in the relationship between empowerment and harmonious passion. Both empowerment
behaviors (β = .222, t(463) = 2.68, p < .01) and organizational tenure (β = .063, t(463) = 2.22, p
< .05) were found to have significant, independent, and positive impacts on harmonious passion.
Furthermore, the interaction of empowerment and organizational tenure affected the nature of the
relationship between empowerment and harmonious passion.
When the interaction of empowerment behaviors and organizational tenure significantly
predicted harmonious passion (β = -.206, t(463) = -2.82, p < .01), it did so at low and medium
levels of organizational tenure (see Figure 7). For employees who had been at their current
institution for less than four years, there was a significant positive relationship between the
perception of empowerment behaviors and feelings of harmonious passion (β = .202, t(463) =
2.58, p < .01). For employees who had been at their current institution for more than four years,
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there was a significant positive relationship between the perception of empowerment behaviors
and feelings of harmonious passion (β = .140, t(462) = 2.08, p < .05).

Figure 7. The relationship between empowerment behaviors and harmonious passion at different
levels of organizational tenure.

The model of standing-back behavior and harmonious passion was also significant (F(6,
463) = 2.54, p < .05, R2 = .032), showing the interaction of standing back and organizational
tenure explained 3.2% of the variance in the relationship between standing back and harmonious
passion. Both standing-back behaviors (β = .210, t(463) = 2.73, p < .01) and organizational
tenure (β = .057, t(463) = 2.35, p < .05) were found have significant, independent, and positive
impacts on harmonious passion. Furthermore, the interaction of standing back and organizational
tenure affected the nature of the relationship between standing back and harmonious passion.
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When the interaction of standing back behaviors and organizational tenure significantly
predicted harmonious passion (β = -.203, t(463) = -3.13, p < .01), it did so at low and medium
levels of organizational tenure (see Figure 8). For employees who had been at their current
institution for less than four years, there was a significant positive relationship between the
perception of standing-back behaviors and feelings of harmonious passion (β = .189, t(463) =
2.60, p < .01). For employees who had been at their current institution for approximately four
years, there was a significant positive relationship between the perception of standing-back
behaviors and feelings of harmonious passion (β = .128, t(463) = 2.03, p < .05).

Figure 8. The relationship between standing-back behaviors and harmonious passion at different
levels of organizational tenure.
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Lastly, the model of stewardship and harmonious passion was also significant (F(6, 463)
= 2.44, p < .05, R2 = .031), showing the interaction of stewardship and organizational tenure
explained 3.1% of the variance in the relationship between stewardship and harmonious passion.
Both stewardship behaviors (β = .202, t(463) = 2.66, p < .01) and organizational tenure (β = .066,
t(463) = 2.41, p < .05) were found to have significant, independent, and positive impacts on
harmonious passion. Furthermore, the interaction of stewardship and organizational tenure
affected the nature of the relationship between stewardship and harmonious passion.
When the interaction of stewardship behaviors and organizational tenure significantly
predicted harmonious passion (β = -.202, t(463) = -3.09, p < .01), it did so at low and medium
levels of organizational tenure (see Figure 9). For employees who had been at their current
institution for less than four years, there was a significant positive relationship between the
perception of stewardship behaviors and feelings of harmonious passion (β = .181, t(463) = 2.54,
p < .05). For employees who had been at their current institution for approximately four years,
there was a significant positive relationship between the perception of stewardship behaviors and
feelings of harmonious passion (β = .121, t(463) = 1.99, p < .05).
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Figure 9. The relationship between stewardship behaviors and harmonious passion at different
levels of organizational tenure.

The results of this additional analysis have shown that in some cases, the interaction of
trust and organizational tenure altered the relationship between the independent variable (servant
leadership behavior) and the dependent variable (employee attitudinal outcomes). Furthermore,
the impact of trust in one’s leader was of particular interest because in most cases, it was
impactful at the low and high levels but not the moderate level. While these results shed
significant light on the role of trust, they did not tell the whole story. Hence, additional analysis
of the roles of trust in one’s leader was merited.
Levels of Trust and Organizational Tenure Analysis
Results of the hierarchical linear regression analysis showed the presence of a moderator
affected the relationships between some components of the independent variable (servant
leadership behavior, as comprised by empowerment, standing back, accountability, humility,
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authenticity, forgiveness, courage, stewardship) and certain dependent variables (job satisfaction,
affective organizational commitment, employee engagement, harmonious passion, job pride).
However, these results failed to deeply explain the level of moderation that occurred.
To address the nature of the moderation effect, regressions were again performed using
the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012). The results of these tests shed brighter light on the
moderation results, revealing that when segmented by level (low, medium, high), a clearer
picture emerged of the significant relationships between the interaction variable (moderator x
independent variable) and the dependent variables. These new findings suggested that classifying
an employee into one of these levels allowed the data to paint a clearer picture of what the
relationships between variables would look like in his or her case. At this point, it was prudent to
split the dataset by level of trust (low, medium, high) and level of organizational tenure (low,
high). The following section details the results of re-testing the prior model and all hypotheses
after incorporated the participants’ new groupings.
Levels of Trust
Trust in one’s leader was already found to moderate, at different levels, the relationships
between variables within the different components of this study’s model. To clearly understand
the role of trust in one’s leader, the dataset was organized by levels of trust and additional
analysis was conducted. To ensure the data were consistent with the moderation analysis, it was
split using the methodology outlined by Hayes (2012). The resulting split dataset contained
groups of low-, medium-, and high-trust participants. Once the dataset was split, the same
analysis procedures that had been followed to test Hypotheses 1–6 were conducted again, this
time across the newly distinguished groups. Groups’ results were then compared. The following
section discusses the results of the tests.
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Motivation to Serve
H1a

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived empowerment behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1a, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtrust group (F(1, 192) = 5.579, p < .05, R2 = .052) and for the high-trust group (F(1, 171) =
103.602, p < .001, R2 = .377; see Table 33). When the athletics director’s motivation to serve
significantly predicted perceived empowerment behaviors, higher motivation to serve was
inversely correlated with empowerment behavior in the low-trust group (β = - .228, p < .05). In
contrast, higher motivation to serve was positively correlated with the exhibition of
empowerment behavior in the high-trust group (β = .614, p < .001).

Table 33
Multiple Linear Regression of the Empowerment Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the
Predictor at levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

Moderate Trust
β

SE(B)

3.378

0.146

-0.012

0.061

High Trust

SE(B)

Constant

4.709

0.242

Motivation to serve scale

-0.368

0.156

F

0.037

5.579

103.602

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.000

0.052

0.377

-0.228*

B

β

B

-0.014

B

SE(B)

2.047

0.199

0.490

0.048

β

0.614***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1b

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived standing-back behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1b, a significant regression equation was found for the
moderate-trust group (F(1, 102) = 3.998, p < .05, R2 = .020) and for the high-trust group (F(1,
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171) = 48.395, p < .001, R2 = .221; see Table 34). When the athletics director’s motivation to
serve significantly predicted perceived standing-back behaviors, higher motivation to serve was
inversely correlated with standing-back behaviors in the moderate-trust group (β = - .142, p <
.05) but positively correlated with standing-back behaviors in the high-trust group (β = .470, p <
.001).

Table 34
Multiple Linear Regression of the Standing Back Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the
Predictor at levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

Moderate Trust
β

SE(B)

4.297

0.291

Motivation to serve scale

-0.341

0.187

F

3.319

3.998

48.395

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.032

0.020

0.221

-0.178

SE(B)

3.364

0.142

-0.118

0.059

β

B

Constant

B

High Trust

-0.142*

B

SE(B)

2.036

0.250

0.419

0.060

β

0.470***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1c

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived accountability behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1c, a significant regression equation was found for the hightrust group (F(1, 171) = 31.333, p < .001, R2 = .154; see Table 35). When the athletics director’s
motivation to serve significantly predicted accountability behaviors, higher motivation to serve
was correlated with greater exhibition of accountability behaviors in the high-trust group (β =
.392, p < .001).
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Table 35
Multiple Linear Regression of the Accountability Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the
Predictor at levels of Trust-in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

B

Constant

Moderate Trust
SE(B)

β

B

SE(B)

3.592

0.170

-0.045

0.071

High Trust
β

B

4.489

0.245

Motivation to serve scale

-0.244

0.157

F

2.402

,407

31.333

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.023

0.002

0.154

-0.152

-0.046

SE(B)

2.781

0.235

0.316

0.057

β

0.392***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1d

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived forgiveness behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1d, a significant regression equation was found for the hightrust group (F(1, 171) = 30.437, p < .001, R2 = .151; see Table 36). When the athletics director’s
motivation to serve significantly predicted forgiveness behaviors, higher motivation to serve was
inversely correlated with the exhibition of forgiveness behaviors in the high-trust group (β = .389, p < .001).
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Table 36
Multiple Linear Regression of the Forgiveness Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictor
at levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

Moderate Trust
β

SE(B)

2.176

0.157

0.062

0.065

β

B

SE(B)

Constant

1.868

0.308

Motivation to serve scale

0.213

0.198

F

1.154

0.896

30.437

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.011

0.005

0.151

0.106

B

High Trust

0.068

B

SE(B)

3.576

0.288

-0.383

0.069

β

-0.389***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1e

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived courage behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1e, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtrust group (F(1, 192) = 7.282, p < .01, R2 = .067) and for the high-trust group (F(1, 171) =
24.936, p < .001, R2 = .127; see Table 37). When the athletics director’s motivation to serve
significantly predicted courage behaviors, higher motivation to serve was inversely correlated
with courage behaviors in the low-trust group (β = - .258, p < .01). In the high-trust group, higher
motivation to serve was correlated with increased exhibition of courage behaviors (β = .357, p <
.001).
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Table 37
Multiple Linear Regression of the Courage Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictor at
levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

Moderate Trust
β

SE(B)

2.638

0.165

-0.013

0.069

β

B

SE(B)

Constant

3.933

0.301

Motivation to serve scale

-0.523

0.194

F

7.282

0.038

24.936

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.067

0.000

0.127

-0.258**

B

High Trust

-0.014

B

SE(B)

1.591

0.268

0.323

0.065

β

0.357***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1f

There will be a significant relationship between the athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived authenticity behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1f, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtrust group (F(1, 192) = 8.432, p < .01, R2 = .076) and for the high-trust group (F(1, 171) =
71.837, p < .001, R2 = .221; see Table 38). When the athletics director’s motivation to serve
significantly predicted authenticity behaviors, higher motivation to serve was inversely
correlated with authenticity behaviors in the low-trust group (β = - .276, p < .01). In the hightrust group, higher motivation to serve was correlated with increased exhibition of authenticity
behaviors (β = .544, p < .001).
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Table 38
Multiple Linear Regression of the Authenticity Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictor
at levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

Moderate Trust
β

SE(B)

2.994

0.143

-0.023

0.059

β

B

SE(B)

Constant

4.313

0.255

Motivation to serve scale

-0.477

0.164

F

8.432

0.148

71.837

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.076

0.001

0.221

-0.276**

B

High Trust

-0.028

B

SE(B)

1.708

0.218

0.447

0.053

β

0.544***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1g

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived humility behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1g, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtrust group (F(1, 192) = 6.943, p < .01, R2 = .064) and for the high-trust group (F(1, 171) =
83.571, p < .001, R2 = .328; see Table 39). When the athletics director’s motivation to serve
significantly predicted humility behaviors, higher motivation to serve was inversely correlated
with humility behaviors in the low-trust group (β = - .252, p < .01). In the high-trust group,
higher motivation to serve was correlated with increased exhibition of humility behaviors (β =
.573, p < .001).
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Table 39
Multiple Linear Regression of the Humility Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictor at
Levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

Moderate Trust
β

SE(B)

3.029

0.152

-0.068

0.063

β

B

SE(B)

Constant

4.510

0.291

Motivation to serve scale

-0.493

0.187

F

6.943

1.164

83.571

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.064

0.006

0.328

-0.252**

B

High Trust

-0.078

B

SE(B)

1.595

0.235

0.518

0.057

β

0.573***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1h

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived stewardship behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1h, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtrust group (F(1, 192) = 12.123, p < .001, R2 = .106) and for the high-trust group (F(1, 171) =
90.070, p < .001, R2 = .345; see Table 40). When the athletics director’s motivation to serve
significantly predicted stewardship behaviors, higher motivation to serve was inversely
correlated with stewardship behaviors in the low-trust group (β = - .326, p < .001). In the hightrust group, higher motivation to serve was correlated with increased exhibition of stewardship
behaviors (β = .587, p < .001).
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Table 40
Multiple Linear Regression of the Stewardship Subscale, Servant Leadership onto the Predictor
at Levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
Variable

Moderate Trust
β

SE(B)

3.466

0.174

-0.021

0.072

β

B

SE(B)

Constant

5.079

0.254

Motivation to serve scale

-0.569

0.163

F

12.123

0.085

90.070

df

1, 192

1, 102

1, 171

R2

0.106

0.000

0.345

-0.326***

B

High Trust

-0.021

B

SE(B)

2.083

0.227

0.521

0.055

β

0.587***

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

In summary, the initial analysis produced a model that displayed significant but low
levels of explained variance. The second round of moderation analysis significantly improved
the understanding of how trust and organizational tenure affected the relationships between
servant leadership behaviors and employee attitudinal outcomes. For example, during the first
round of analysis, most of the models explained just 3% or less of the variance in the examined
construct. Segmenting by level of trust clarified that those who had higher levels of trust in their
leader were much more likely to perceive that leader (their athletics director) as motivated to
serve. Moreover, employees who reported a high level of trust explained as much as 37% of the
variance in the relationship between an athletics director’s motivation to serve and their servant
leadership behaviors.
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Servant Leadership Behaviors
H2

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported job satisfaction (dependent variable).

When re-testing the Hypothesis 2, a significant regression equation was found for the
low-trust group (F(13, 90) = 2.677, p < .01, R2 = .279) and for the high-trust group (F(13, 159) =
2.875, p < .001, R2 = .201; see Table 41). When the perception of an athletics director’s servant
leadership behaviors significantly predicted job satisfaction, increased standing back (β = - .270,
p < .05) and stewardship behaviors (β = - .352, p < .05) exhibited by the leader were inversely
correlated with employee job satisfaction in the low-trust group. In contrast, the greater
exhibition of courage behaviors (β = .177, p < .05) and humility behaviors (β = .317, p < .05)
were correlated with increased job satisfaction in the high-trust group. Lastly, the duration of a
low-trust employee’s tenure at their current institution negatively impacted their level of job
satisfaction (β = - .105, p < .05).
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Table 41
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Satisfaction onto the Predictors at Levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Variable
Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Years worked at current college or university
Institutional Size

B
2.951

Low Trust
SE(B)
0.391

β

Moderate Trust
β
B
SE(B)
2.640
0.305

B
2.334

β

-0.050

0.097

-0.094

0.088

0.095

0.138

0.103

0.079

0.194

-0.121

0.055

-0.270*

0.051

0.060

0.077

-0.066

0.050

-0.139

0.006

0.064

0.011

-0.051

0.050

-0.095

-0.026

0.056

-0.050

0.051

0.046

0.120

0.015

0.048

0.025

0.026

0.038

0.061

0.065

0.056

0.152

0.037

0.052

0.066

0.083

0.042

0.177*

0.098

0.079

0.197

-0.042

0.075

-0.064

-0.093

0.064

-0.181

0.034

0.085

0.078

-0.116

0.081

-0.191

0.149

0.075

0.317*

-0.174

0.087

-0.352*

-0.015

0.064

-0.028

0.051

0.072

0.108

-0.005

0.071

-0.007

0.106

0.063

0.131

0.075

0.066

0.086

0.010

0.007

0.284

-0.001

0.005

-0.018

0.008

0.005

0.221

0.006

0.008

0.137

0.005

0.008

0.090

-0.010

0.007

-0.234

-0.075

0.066

-0.105*

0.155

0.065

0.178

0.026

0.055

0.035

-0.016

0.007

-0.346

-0.009

0.008

-0.138

0.005

0.006

0.101

0.005

2.875***

0.201

F

2.677**

df

13, 90

1.107
13.
179

R2

0.279

0.007

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

High Trust
SE(B)
0.325

13, 159

171
H3

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported affective organizational commitment (the dependent variable).

When re-testing Hypothesis 3, a significant regression equation was found for the
moderate-trust group (F(13, 179) = 2.044, p < .05, R2 = .129) and the high-trust group (F(13,
159) = 2.075, p < .05, R2 = .145; see Table 42). When the perception of an athletics director’s
servant leadership behaviors significantly predicted affective organizational commitment, greater
exhibition of accountability behaviors was inversely correlated with employee commitment to
the organization in the moderate-trust group (β = -.222, p < .05). In the high-trust group, no
servant leadership behaviors were significant predictors, but it was found that the older
employees felt more committed to their organization (β = .428, p < .01). However, the duration
of an employee’s tenure at their current institution was inversely correlated with their affective
commitment to that institution (β = - .281, p < .05).
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Table 42
Multiple Linear Regression of Affective Organizational Commitment onto the Predictors at Levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust

Constant

B
3.598

Low Trust
SE(B)
0.413

Empowerment subscale, servant leadership

0.065

0.102

0.126

0.111

0.074

0.218

-0.039

0.087

-0.068

Standing back subscale, servant leadership

0.011

0.058

0.025

0.027

0.047

0.052

-0.058

0.055

-0.114

Accountability subscale, servant leadership

-0.030

0.067

-0.058

-0.096

0.039

-0.222*

-0.005

0.061

-0.009

Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership

-0.053

0.048

-0.127

0.012

0.037

0.026

0.056

0.042

0.121

Courage subscale, servant leadership

-0.050

0.059

-0.121

0.032

0.040

0.071

0.051

0.046

0.102

Authenticity subscale, servant leadership

0.118

0.084

0.243

-0.093

0.058

-0.177

-0.007

0.070

-0.013

Humility subscale, servant leadership

-0.173

0.089

-0.402

0.045

0.063

0.093

0.094

0.082

0.187

Stewardship subscale, servant leadership

-0.033

0.092

-0.070

0.011

0.049

0.027

0.082

0.079

0.161

Gender of respondent (1=male)

-0.026

0.075

-0.036

0.051

0.049

0.079

-0.121

0.072

-0.129

Age of respondent

0.003

0.008

0.080

-0.007

0.004

-0.207

0.016

0.006

0.428**

Years worked in intercollegiate athletics

-0.005

0.009

-0.117

-0.001

0.006

-0.027

-0.004

0.008

-0.095

Years worked at current college or university

-0.005

0.008

-0.108

0.011

0.006

0.230

-0.016

0.007

-0.281*

Institutional Size

-0.152

0.070

-0.220

-0.118

0.051

-0.169*

0.015

0.060

0.019

F

1.258

2.044*

2.075*

df

13, 90

13. 179

13, 159

R2

0.154

0.129

0.145

Variable

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

β

Moderate Trust
β
B
SE(B)
3.086
0.236

B
2.231

High Trust
SE(B)
0.357

β
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H4

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and selfreported employee engagement (dependent variables).

When re-testing Hypothesis 4, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtrust group (F(13, 90) = 3.508, p < .001, R2 = .336), the moderate-trust group (F(13, 179) =
2.668, p < .01, R2 = .162), and the high-trust group (F(13, 159) = 8.907, p < .001, R2 = .421; see
Table 43). When an athletics director’s perceived servant leadership behaviors significantly
predicted employee engagement, increased exhibition of forgiveness behaviors was correlated
with increased employee engagement in the low-trust group (β = .290, p < .01). Furthermore, for
low-trust employees, being older was positively correlated with their level of engagement (β =
.444, p < .05). In the moderate-trust group, the increased exhibition of authenticity behaviors (β
= -.186, p < .05) and that of humility behaviors (β = -.272, p < .05) were associated with lower
self-reported engagement. In the high-trust group, in contrast, increased exhibition of humility
behaviors was associated with increased employee engagement (β = .291, p < .05).
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Table 43
Multiple Linear Regression of Employee Engagement onto the Predictors at Levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Low Trust
SE(B)
0.576

β

B
3.528

Moderate Trust
SE(B)
0.578

β

Constant

B
2.712

B
1.390

Empowerment subscale, servant leadership

-0.135

0.143

-0.165

-0.027

0.180

-0.021

0.149

0.113

0.166

Standing back subscale, servant leadership

-0.094

0.080

-0.136

0.033

0.114

0.025

0.103

0.072

0.129

Accountability subscale, servant leadership

-0.096

0.094

-0.116

-0.201

0.096

-0.186*

-0.088

0.079

-0.099

Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership

0.191

0.067

0.290**

0.007

0.090

0.006

-0.008

0.055

-0.011

Courage subscale, servant leadership

-0.097

0.083

-0.148

0.167

0.099

0.149

0.100

0.059

0.127

Authenticity subscale, servant leadership

-0.048

0.117

-0.063

-0.186

0.142

-0.142

0.055

0.091

0.063

Humility subscale, servant leadership

0.000

0.125

-0.001

-0.330

0.154

-0.272*

0.229

0.107

0.291*

Stewardship subscale, servant leadership

0.025

0.129

0.033

0.132

0.121

0.124

0.019

0.102

0.024

Gender of respondent (1=male)

0.024

0.105

0.021

0.275

0.119

0.170*

0.038

0.094

0.026

Age of respondent

0.024

0.011

0.444*

-0.005

0.010

-0.059

0.009

0.008

0.148

Years worked in intercollegiate athletics

-0.023

0.012

-0.351

0.022

0.015

0.196

-0.004

0.010

-0.059

Years worked at current college or university

-0.005

0.011

-0.075

-0.016

0.016

-0.133

-0.010

0.009

-0.109

Institutional Size

0.026

0.097

0.023

0.156

0.124

0.089

0.091

0.078

0.072

Variable

F

3.508***

2.668**

8.907***

df

13, 90

13. 179

13, 159

R2

0.336

0.162

0.421

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

High Trust
SE(B)
0.464

β
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H5

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of harmonious passion (dependent variable).

When re-testing Hypothesis 5, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtrust group (F(13, 90) = 2.153, p < .05, R2 = .237; see Table 44). When the perception of an
athletics director’s servant leadership behaviors significantly predicted harmonious passion,
increased exhibition of accountability behaviors was inversely correlated with feelings of
harmonious passionate in the low-trust group (β = -.249, p < .05). Furthermore, employees who
had been with their current institution longer felt less harmonious passion. Lastly, gender was
also significantly related to harmonious passion: males (coded as 1) were 32% more likely to feel
harmonious passion than females (β = .329, p < .001).
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Table 44
Multiple Linear Regression of Harmonious Passion onto the Predictors at Levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Variable

Low Trust
SE(B)
0.892

β

B
3.455

Moderate Trust
β
SE(B)
0.650

β

Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership

-0.035

0.221

-0.029

-0.066

0.202

-0.049

0.290

0.190

0.238

Standing back subscale, servant leadership

-0.105

0.125

-0.105

-0.075

0.128

-0.054

0.012

0.121

0.011

Accountability subscale, servant leadership

-0.296

0.145

-0.249*

0.023

0.108

0.020

0.036

0.133

0.030

Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership

0.111

0.104

0.117

-0.058

0.101

-0.047

0.016

0.092

0.016

Courage subscale, servant leadership

0.217

0.129

0.230

0.207

0.111

0.175

-0.087

0.100

-0.081

Authenticity subscale, servant leadership

-0.123

0.181

-0.111

-0.030

0.159

-0.021

-0.022

0.153

-0.019

Humility subscale, servant leadership

-0.035

0.193

-0.035

-0.084

0.173

-0.065

0.165

0.180

0.154

Stewardship subscale, servant leadership

0.036

0.199

0.033

-0.163

0.136

-0.144

-0.046

0.172

-0.042

Gender of respondent (1=male)

0.544

0.163

0.329***

-0.049

0.134

-0.029

0.116

0.158

0.058

Age of respondent

0.029

0.017

0.367

0.003

0.011

0.031

0.014

0.013

0.173

Years worked in intercollegiate athletics

0.011

0.019

0.115

0.006

0.017

0.052

-0.006

0.017

-0.066

Years worked at current college or university

-0.038

0.016

-0.374*

-0.009

0.018

-0.066

-0.005

0.015

-0.044

Institutional Size

-0.095

0.150

-0.060

0.097

0.139

0.053

0.120

0.131

0.070

F

2.153*

0.807

1.653

df

13, 90

13. 179

13, 159

R2

0.237

0.055

0.118

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

B
1.526

High Trust
SE(B)
0.779

B
1.921
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H6

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors (independent variables) and employees’
self-reported levels of job pride (dependent variable).

When re-testing Hypothesis 6, significant regression equation was found for the low-trust
group (F(13, 90) = 2.033, p < .05, R2 = .227) and for the high-trust group (F(13, 159) = 2.185, p
< .05, R2 = .152; see Table 45). When perceptions of an athletics director’s servant leadership
behaviors significantly predicted job pride, the increased exhibition of forgiveness behaviors was
correlated with increased job pride in the low-trust group (β = .388, p < .001). For members of
the low trust group, however, increased exhibition of authenticity behaviors was correlated with
decreased feelings of pride among employees (β = -.394, p < .05). In the high-trust group,
increased leader exhibition of forgiveness was connected to increased job pride in employees (β
= .291, p < .05).
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Table 45
Multiple Linear Regression of Job Pride onto the Predictors at Levels of Trust in Leader
Levels of Trust
Variable
Constant
Empowerment subscale, servant leadership
Standing back subscale, servant leadership
Accountability subscale, servant leadership
Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership
Courage subscale, servant leadership
Authenticity subscale, servant leadership
Humility subscale, servant leadership
Stewardship subscale, servant leadership
Gender of respondent (1=male)
Age of respondent
Years worked in intercollegiate athletics
Years worked at current college or university
Institutional Size

B
-1.125

Low Trust
SE(B)
1.077

β

B
2.773

Moderate Trust
β
SE(B)
0.628

B
1.029

β

0.186

0.267

0.131

0.055

0.195

0.043

0.192

0.182

0.162

0.179

0.151

0.150

0.082

0.124

0.063

0.008

0.116

0.007

0.142

0.175

0.100

-0.090

0.104

-0.083

-0.159

0.128

-0.136

0.442

0.126

0.388***

0.045

0.098

0.038

0.203

0.088

0.212*

0.121

0.155

0.107

-0.030

0.107

-0.026

0.053

0.096

0.051

-0.524

0.218

-0.394*

0.083

0.154

0.063

0.233

0.146

0.202

0.145

0.233

0.124

-0.029

0.167

-0.024

0.106

0.172

0.101

-0.093

0.240

-0.071

-0.104

0.131

-0.097

-0.011

0.164

-0.010

0.197

0.197

0.099

0.048

0.129

0.030

0.198

0.151

0.101

0.040

0.021

0.419

-0.001

0.011

-0.012

0.010

0.012

0.124

0.007

0.022

0.062

-0.011

0.016

-0.103

0.006

0.016

0.071

-0.042

0.020

-0.343*

0.011

0.017

0.085

-0.012

0.015

-0.101

0.191

0.182

0.101

0.172

0.135

0.098

0.061

0.125

0.037

F

2.033*

0.321

2.185*

df

13, 90

13. 179

13, 159

R2

0.227

0.023

0.152

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

High Trust
SE(B)
0.745

179
In summary, splitting the data by level of trust proved to be a valuable asset in the
analysis. Incorporating employees’ levels of trust in their athletics directors significantly changed
the researcher’s understanding of the relationships between the independent and dependent
variables. Initial analysis of this portion of the model indicated no significance and very high
levels of multicollinearity but after splitting the data by level of trust, the models became
significant, multicollinearity fell to within acceptable ranges, and the share of variance explained
increased.
Organizational Tenure
Organizational tenure was also found to significantly moderate the relationships between
several variables across the different components of this study’s model. To complete the
additional analysis, the dataset was divided into low and high levels of tenure. To ensure \ the
data were consistent with the moderation analysis, they were split using the methodology
outlined by Hayes (2012). In the resulting split dataset, the low-tenure group was defined by
respondents with four or less years and the high-tenure group by respondents with more than
four years, of experience at their current institution. Once the dataset was split, the same analysis
procedures that had initially been followed to test Hypotheses 1–6 were conducted once again.
The new results indicated a statistically significant relationship existed between a leader’s
perceived motivation to serve and their perceived servant leadership behaviors. However, they
failed to identify any statistically significant relationships between a leader’s perceived servant
leadership behaviors and the self-reported attitudinal outcomes of their employees. The
following section discusses the significant results of the tests between the independent variable
(motivation to serve) and dependent variables (empowerment, standing back, accountability,
humility, authenticity, forgiveness, stewardship).
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Motivation to Serve
H1a

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived empowerment behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1a, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtenure group (F(1, 230) = 10.053, p < .01, R2 = .042; see Table 46). The model results indicated
approximately 4.2% of the variance in perceived empowerment behaviors could be explained by
the athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve. These results also showed that for lowtenure employees, stronger perceptions of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were
correlated with increased reporting of empowerment behaviors by that leader (β = .205, p < .01).

Table 46
Multiple Linear Regression of Empowerment Subscale onto the Predictor at Levels of
Organizational Tenure
Levels of Organizational Tenure

Constant

Low Tenure
B
SE(B)
3.574
0.122

Motivation to Serve

0.121

Variable

0.038

β
0.205

High Tenure
B
SE(B)
β
3.285 0.129
0.136

F

10.053**

9.265

df

1, 230

1, 237

R2

0.042

0.038

0.045

0.194

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1b

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived standing-back behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1b, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtenure group (F(1, 230) = 9.840, p < .01, R2 = .041; see Table 47). The model results indicated
approximately 4.1% of the variance in perceived standing-back behaviors could be explained by
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the athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve. These results also showed that for lowtenure employees, stronger perceptions of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were
correlated with increased perceptions of standing-back behaviors by that leader (β = .203, p <
.01).

Table 47
Multiple Linear Regression of Standing Back Subscale onto the Predictor at Levels of
Organizational Tenure
Levels of Organizational Tenure
Low Tenure
Variable

B

SE(B)

Constant

3.147

0.131

Motivation to Serve

0.128

0.041

F

High Tenure
β

0.203

B

SE(B)

3.237

0.139

0.083

0.048

9.840**

2.978

df

1, 230

1, 237

2

0.041

0.012

R

β

0.111

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1c

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived accountability behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1c, a significant regression equation was found for the hightenure group (F(1, 237) = 7.489, p < .01, R2 = .031; see Table 48). The model results indicated
approximately 3.1% of the variance in perceived accountability behaviors could be explained by
the athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve. These results also showed that for hightenure employees, stronger perceptions of an athletics director as motivated to serve were
correlated with increased perceptions of accountability behaviors by that leader (β = .175, p <
.01).
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Table 48
Multiple Linear Regression of Accountability Subscale onto the Predictor at Levels of
Organizational Tenure
Levels of Organizational Tenure
Low Tenure
Variable

High Tenure
β

B

SE(B)

Constant

3.901

0.123

Motivation to Serve

0.048

0.038

F

1.547

7.489**

df

1, 230

1, 237

R2

0.007

0.031

0.082

B

SE(B)

3.312

0.135

0.129

0.047

β

0.175

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1d

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived forgiveness behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1d, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtenure group (F(1, 230) = 4.798, p < .05, R2 = .02) and for the high-tenure group (F(1, 237) =
5.246, p < .05, R2 = .022; see Table 49). The model results indicated in the low-tenure group 2%
of the variance in perceived forgiveness behaviors could be explained by the athletics director’s
perceived motivation to serve; for those employees in the high-tenure group, motivation to serve
explained slightly more than 2% of the variance in perceived forgiveness behaviors. These
results also showed that as both low-tenure employees (β = - .143, p < .05) and high-tenure
employees (β = -.147, p < .05) perceived more motivation to serve, they also perceived less
exhibition of forgiveness behaviors.
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Table 49
Multiple Linear Regression of Forgiveness Subscale onto the Predictor at Levels of
Organizational Tenure
Levels of Organizational Tenure
Low Tenure
Variable

High Tenure
β

B

SE(B)

Constant

2.275

0.129

Motivation to Serve

-0.088

0.040

F

4.798*

5.246*

df

1, 230

1, 237

R2

0.020

0.022

-0.143

B

SE(B)

2.637

0.145

-0.116

0.051

β

-0.147

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1f

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived authenticity behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1f, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtenure group (F(1, 230) = 11.309, p < .001, R2 = .047) and for the high-tenure group (F(1, 237) =
4.499, p < .05, R2 = .019; see Table 50). The model results indicated that for the low-tenure
group, approximately 4.7% of the variance in perceived authenticity behaviors could be
explained by the athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve; for those employees in the
high-tenure group, 1.9% of the variance could be explained in the same fashion. These results
also showed that for both low-tenure employees (β = .216, p < .001) and high-tenure employees
(β = .136, p < .05), stronger perceptions of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were
associated with increased employee perceptions of authenticity behaviors by that leader.
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Table 50
Multiple Linear Regression of Authenticity Subscale onto the Predictor at Levels of
Organizational Tenure
Levels of Organizational Tenure
Variable
Constant

B
3.009

Motivation to Serve

0.127

Low Tenure
SE(B)
0.120
0.038

β

B
2.976

0.216

0.097

High Tenure
SE(B)
β
0.131

F

11.309***

4.499*

df

1, 230

1, 237

R2

0.047

0.019

0.046

0.136

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1g

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived humility behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1g, a significant regression equation was found for the lowtenure group (F(1, 230) = 12.185, p < .001, R2 = .050) and for the high-tenure group (F(1, 237) =
6.276, p < .05, R2 = .026; see Table 51). The model results indicated that in the low-tenure group,
approximately 5% of the variance in perceived humility behaviors could be explained by the
athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve; for those employees in the high-tenure group,
approximately 2.6% of the variance could be explained in this fashion. These results also showed
that for both low-tenure employees (β = .224, p < .001) and high-tenure employees (β = .161, p <
.05), stronger perceptions of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were associated with
increased employee perceptions of humility behaviors by that leader.
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Table 51
Multiple Linear Regression of Humility Subscale onto the Predictor at Levels of Organizational
Tenure
Levels of Organizational Tenure
Low Tenure
Variable

B

SE(B)

Constant

3.127

0.134

Motivation to Serve

0.146

0.042

High Tenure
β

0.224

B

SE(B)

2.874

0.147

0.128

0.051

F

12.185***

6.276*

df

1, 230

1, 237

R2

0.050

0.026

β

0.161

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

H1h

There will be a significant relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
motivation to serve and their perceived stewardship behaviors.

When re-testing Hypothesis 1h, a significant regression equation was found for both the
low-tenure group (F(1, 230) = 9.095, p < .01, R2 = .038) and high-tenure group (F(1, 237) =
11.200, p < .001, R2 = .045; see Table 52). The model results indicated that in the low-tenure
group, approximately 3.8% of the variance in perceived humility behaviors could be explained
by the athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve; for those employees in the high-tenure
group, approximately 4.5% of the variance could be explained in this fashion. These results also
showed that for both low-tenure employees (β = .195, p < .01) and high-tenure employees (β =
.212, p < .001), stronger perceptions of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were associated
with increased employee perceptions of stewardship behaviors by that leader.
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Table 52
Multiple Linear Regression of Stewardship Subscale onto the Predictor at Levels of
Organizational Tenure
Levels of Organizational Tenure
Low Tenure
Variable

B

SE(B)

3.727

0.128

0.120

0.040

High Tenure
β

B

SE(B)

3.240

0.151

0.176

0.053

β

Constant
0.195

0.212

Motivation to Serve
F

9.095**

11.200***

df

1, 230

1, 237

R2

0.038

0.045

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

Summary
The data-analysis portion of this study supported and contradicted previous research that
used the Servant Leadership Survey (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011) to measure servant
leadership behaviors within the workplace. The current study’s results also validated the use of
this tool but suggested that caution was merited when including the standing-back (α = .587) and
courage (α = .662) constructs, the reliabilities of which fell below the suggested threshold of .70
(Cronbach, 1970). Furthermore, because of its lack of reliability, the obsessive-passion (α =
.415) construct was removed from the model. After cleaning the data, removing unfinished
responses, and creating composite variables, the number of usable responses was 470. This final
response rate (8.14%) was consistent with that of typical online surveys.
The first part of the model tested the relationship between athletics directors’ motivation
to serve and their perceived servant leadership behaviors. The results indicated statistical
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significance but explained very little variance. The second portion of the model tested the
relationships between athletics directors’ perceived servant leadership behaviors and employees’
attitudinal outcomes but no statistical significance was found. These results were inconsistent
with the findings of previous studies in the sports context. Lastly, the third portion of the model
tested the role of moderators (trust and organizational tenure) on the relationships examined in
part two of the model. The moderation tests were inconsistent and hindered by high levels of
multicollinearity.
In an effort to fully understand the level of effect in the moderation model further, the
PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) was used. Additional tests and results showed the relationships
between athletics directors’ motivation to serve and perceived servant leadership behaviors were,
at times, significant.
When testing for the effect of levels of trust in one’s leader, trust was determined to
significantly affect both the relationship between the athletics director’s motivation to serve and
their perceived servant leadership behaviors and the relationship between the athletics director’s
perceived servant leadership behaviors and self-reported attitudinal outcomes of their employees.
Interestingly, once the data were split by levels of trust, the results transformed: some
relationships became significant despite previously not having been so. New insights into and
understanding of the value of trust and organizational tenure justified the re-conduction of all
hypotheses tests, the results of which significantly improved the understanding of how these
moderators affected the relationships within the model.
In conclusion, while it initially seemed that servant leadership behaviors would not
significantly predict employee attitudes, it was concluded that, in fact, they did. In the case of
these results, it was prudent to note that the degree to which an employee trusted their leader
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significantly impacted whether that employee was open to or perceived their leader’s motivation
to serve and servant leadership behaviors. Moreover, it was clear that how long an employee had
been with their current institution also impacted how they perceived their leader’s motivation to
serve and servant leadership behaviors. This would be critical for athletics directors—and
anyone who aspires to take on a leadership role in athletics—to understand. The next chapter
further contextualizes these results and clarifies how they could be applied within the collegiatesports industry.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The findings of this study demonstrated the complexity and value of servant leadership in
college sports. The statistical findings presented could help inform sports-industry professionals
and anyone who wished to apply servant leadership theory within sport or the general business
context. Moreover, the results of this study could greatly benefit all who study sports leadership
by illuminating how a leader could ensure their servant leadership behaviors were as impactful as
possible.
The primary purpose of this quantitative study was to determine whether relationships
existed between servant leadership behaviors and employee-related outcomes within NCAA
Division III athletics departments. In an effort to discuss the results of this study, this chapter is
divided into five sections: study summary, discussion of results, conclusions, limitations, and
future research. The first section, study summary, provides a short overview of the study. The
following section briefly reviews the results presented in Chapter IV. Sections three and four
discuss, explain, and interpret these findings. Lastly, several recommendations are offered for
future study in the final section.
Study Summary
A variety of leadership styles have been studied in the sports context. Of these, the most
notable are transformational, ethical, authentic, and servant leadership. While each of these
leadership style has been found to be important and effective, servant leadership is unique among
them as it has been found to incorporate elements of all previous styles. A servant leader is one
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who puts the needs of their followers first. According to Greenleaf (1977), the father of servant
leadership, a servant leader is one who serves first and leads second. Greenleaf further explained
that it is only after one has chosen to serve that they can make the conscious choice to lead. This
“serve-first” philosophy is one that scholars have called upon future sport leaders to adopt.
Through the study of servant leadership, researchers have found those who worked under
servant leaders reported improved employee outcomes (Achen et al., 2019; Burton et al., 2017;
Dodd et al., 2018; Swanson & Kent, 2017). Thus, in the collegiate-sports context, it could be
hypothesized that servant leadership behaviors exhibited by athletics directors also predicted job
satisfaction, affective organizational commitment, employee engagement, harmonious passion,
and job pride. Moreover, according to Greenleaf’s (1977) servant leadership theory, those who
chose a servant leadership should also exhibit higher levels of motivation to serve. Contrary to
previous research in sport when tested as predictors of employee outcomes, the servant
leadership models were found to be insignificant. Interestingly, however, while servant
leadership behaviors were not found to predict employee outcomes, the perception of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve was a significant predictor of servant leadership behaviors.
To better understand whether other variables were impacting the relationship between
servant leadership behaviors and employee outcomes, two moderating variables were added to
the model. Previous research in organizational behavior and leadership asserted that the length of
time an employee remained with an organization (organizational tenure) could have an impact on
how susceptible they were to their leader’s influence. Furthermore, the level of trust an employee
felt toward their leader was found to affect how they perceived that leader’s leadership behaviors
(Mayer et al., 1995). Thus, organizational tenure and trust would be critical to understanding
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how an employee perceived their athletics director’s leadership behaviors and their own levels of
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, engagement, passion, and job pride.
This study examined several relationships, starting with the relationship between athletics
directors’ motivation to serve and employees’ perceptions of those directors’ servant leader
behaviors. Next, the relationships between athletics directors’ perceived servant leadership
behaviors and five employee attitudinal outcomes (job satisfaction, affective organizational
commitment, job engagement, harmonious passion, and job pride) were tested. Finally, the
relationship between athletics directors’ servant leadership behaviors and the five employee
attitudinal outcomes (job satisfaction, affective organizational commitment, job engagement,
harmonious passion, and job pride) were tested with the addition of two interaction terms
(organizational tenure and trust in one’s leader).
Discussion of Results
Upon the completion of data collection, various statistical procedures were used in
analysis. After the data were cleaned and analyzed for normality, relationships between the
variables were investigated. To better understand the relationships between the independent and
dependent variables being tested Pearson’s correlation coefficients were calculated. The results
of this test showed the variables were related at different levels but none so high to suspect that
they were not valid.
The first round of testing for each of this study’s hypotheses called for either a multiple
regression or hierarchical regression analysis (see Table 53). For Hypothesis 1 (the relationship
between the athletics director’s perceived motivation-to-serve and the perception of his/her
servant leadership behaviors), initial results were not strong. The results indicated an athletics
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director’s perceived motivation to serve significantly predicted an employee’s perception of all
their servant leadership behaviors except courage.

Table 53
Summary of Hypotheses 1a Through 1h
Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

H1a

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable)
and their perceived
empowerment behaviors
(dependent variable).

Yes

H1b

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable) and
their perceived standing-back
behaviors (dependent variable).

Yes

H1c

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable)
and their perceived
accountability behaviors
(dependent variable).

Yes

H1d

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable) and
their perceived forgiveness
behaviors (dependent variable).

Yes

H1e

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable)
and their perceived courage
behaviors (dependent variable).

No

H1f

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable) and
their perceived authenticity
behaviors (dependent variable).

Yes

H1g

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable)
and their perceived humility
behaviors (dependent variable).

Yes

H1h

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to
serve (independent variable) and
their perceived stewardship
behaviors (dependent variable).

Yes
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The second regression model (Hypothesis 2) tested whether perceptions of athletic
directors’ servant leadership behaviors could predict employees’ levels of job satisfaction (see
Table 54). The findings revealed servant leadership behaviors did not significantly predict an
employee’s job satisfaction. Furthermore, a significant negative relationship between job
satisfaction and organizational tenure was also present in the model. The third regression model
(Hypothesis 3) tested whether perceptions of athletics directors’ servant leadership behaviors
could predict employees’ levels of affective organizational commitment. The findings revealed
perceived servant leadership behaviors did not significantly predict an employee’s affective
organizational commitment.
The fourth regression model (Hypothesis 4) tested whether an employee’s perception of
servant leadership behaviors could predict their level of job engagement. The findings revealed
servant leadership behaviors did not significantly predict an employee’s level of job engagement.
The fifth regression model (Hypothesis 5) tested whether an employee’s perception of servant
leadership behaviors could predict their level of harmonious passion. The findings suggested
servant leadership behaviors ddi not significantly predict an employee’s level of harmonious
passion.
The sixth regression model (Hypothesis 6) tested whether an employee’s perception of
servant leadership behaviors could predict their level of job pride. The findings suggested servant
leadership behaviors did not significantly predict an employee’s level of job pride. However, the
relationship between forgiveness and job pride was significant but negative.
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Table 54
Summary of Hypotheses 2 Through 6
Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

H2

There will be a significant positive
relationship between perceived
servant leadership behaviors of
athletics directors (independent
variables) and employees’ selfreported job satisfaction (dependent
variable).

No

H4

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
self-reported employee
engagement (dependent
variable).

No

H3

There will be a significant positive
relationship between perceived
servant leadership behaviors of
athletics directors (independent
variables) and employees’ selfreported affective organizational
commitment (dependent variable).

No

H5

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
employees’ self-reported levels
of harmonious passion (the
dependent variable).

No

H6

There will be a significant positive
relationship between perceived
servant leadership behaviors of
athletics directors (independent
variables) and employees’ selfreported levels of job pride
(dependent variable).

No

H6

There will be a significant
positive relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
employees’ self-reported levels
of job pride (dependent
variable).

No

For Hypotheses 7 and 8, a hierarchical linear model was used to determine whether trust
in one’s leader or organizational tenure, respectively, changed the relationships between the
perceived servant leadership behaviors and the employee outcomes. The initial findings
suggested an employee’s level of trust toward their athletics director significantly changed
(moderated) the relationships among servant leadership behaviors and levels of job satisfaction,
commitment, engagement, passion, and pride (see Table 55 [Hypotheses 7a through 7d] and
Table 56 [Hypotheses 8a through 8d]).
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Table 55
Summary of Hypotheses 7a Through 7d
Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

H7a

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
employees’ self-reported job
satisfaction (dependent variable)
will be stronger for employees
with higher levels of trust
(moderating variable) in their
leader.

Yes*

H7b

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
employees’ self-reported
affective organizational
commitment (dependent
variable) will be stronger for
employees with higher levels of
trust (moderating variable) in
their leader.

No

H7c

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
employees’ self-reported job
engagement (dependent variable)
will be stronger for employees
with higher levels of trust
(moderating variable) in their
leader.

Yes*

H7d

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
employees’ self-reported
harmonious passion (dependent
variable) will be stronger for
employees with higher levels of
trust (moderating variable) in
their leader.

No

H7e

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variables) and
employees’ self-reported job pride
(dependent variable) will be
stronger for employees with higher
levels of trust (moderating
variable) in their leader.

No

*Hypothesis H7a: Only for the relationship between empowerment, forgiveness, and
stewardship.
*Hypothesis H7c only for the relationship between forgiveness and engagement
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Table 56
Summary of Hypotheses 8a Through 8d
Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

Hypothesis

Supported
Yes or No

H8a

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variable) and
employees’ self-report job
satisfaction (dependent variable)
will be stronger for employees
with a shorter tenure within the
organization (moderating
variable).

No

H8b

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variable) and
employees’ self-report
affective organizational
commitment (dependent
variable) will be stronger for
employees with a shorter
tenure within the organization
(moderating variable).

No

H8c

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variable) and
employees’ self-report job
engagement (dependent variable)
will be stronger for employees
with a shorter tenure within the
organization (moderating
variable).

No

H8d

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variable) and
employees’ self-report
harmonious passion (dependent
variable) will be stronger for
employees with a shorter
tenure within the organization
(moderating variable).

No

H8e

The relationship between
perceived servant leadership
behaviors of athletics directors
(independent variable) and
employees’ self-report job pride
(dependent variable) will be
stronger for employees with a
shorter tenure within the
organization (moderating
variable).

No

When testing for moderation, findings were limited to the assertion that when considering
the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable, a difference arises
when the moderating variable’s interaction term was included in the model. Because of this, it
was difficult to determine the exact level of influence a moderator had on the relationships

197
between independent and dependent variables. To analyze the level of effect each moderator had
in each model, the tests were re-run, this time including the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012).
The additional moderation analysis revealed levels of trust and organizational tenure had
a significant impact on the relationship between some independent and dependent variables but
not all. This new insight called for a review of previous results that were inconsistent with these.
After looking at the hierarchical linear models and the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) models,
it was determined both trust and organizational tenure clearly changed the nature of the
relationship between the variables but to what extent was unknown.
To begin to fully understand this influence, the dataset was split according to (low,
medium, and high) levels of the moderator variables (trust and organizational tenure) as
separated by the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012). Having split the data, each hypothesis (H1–
H6) was re-tested. The results of the new tests improved the researcher’s understanding of the
trust in one’s leader and organizational tenure played in influencing the relationships between
perceived servant leadership behaviors and employee outcomes.
Hypothesis Re-Testing: Levels
of Trust
To better understand the role of this trust, the dataset was split by (low, medium, and
high) levels of trust (see Table 57). After splitting the data, new significant results were found.
When Hypothesis 1 (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics director’s
motivation to serve and employee perceptions of their servant leadership behaviors) was retested, results indicated levels of trust in their leader significantly predicted an employee’s
perception of servant leadership behaviors. For example, employees who reported high levels of
trust in their leader also evidenced a strong and significant relationship between their perceptions
of motivation to serve and of empowerment behaviors.
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Table 57
Summary of Statistical Significance Supporting Hypothesis 1a Through Hypothesis 1e at
Different Levels of Trust
Trust Levels & Coefficients
Low
Empowerment

Moderate

-0.228*

Standing Back

-0.142*

Trust Levels & R2

High

Low

0.614***

0.043

0.470***

Moderate

High
0.374

0.015

0.216

Accountability

0.392***

0.149

Forgiveness

-0.389***

0.146

Courage

-0.258**

0.357***

0.057

0.122

Authenticity

-0.276**

0.544***

0.067

0.292

Humility

-0.252**

0.573***

0.055

0.324

Stewardship

-0.326***

0.587***

0.097

0.341

Servant Leadership

-0.251**

0.468***

0.054

0.215

p < ,05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

When Hypothesis 2 (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s servant leadership behaviors and employees’ self-reported job satisfaction) was retested, significant relationships were found for both employees reporting low trust and
employees reporting high trust in their leader (see Table 58). More specifically, those reporting
low levels of trust also reported that standing-back and stewardship behaviors negatively
impacted their job satisfaction. In contrast, high-trust employees became increasingly satisfied as
their leader exhibited more courage and humility behaviors.
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When Hypothesis 3 (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s servant leadership behaviors and employees’ self-reported affective organizational
commitment) was re-tested, a significant relationship was found for those reporting moderate
levels of trust in their leader. The findings suggested those reporting moderate levels of trust also
reported that accountability behaviors negatively influenced their levels of commitment to their
organization.
When Hypothesis 4 (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s servant leadership behaviors and employees’ self-reported levels of engagement) was
re-tested, significant relationships were found across all three trust-level groups (low, moderate,
and high). For those reporting low levels of trust, perceived forgiveness behaviors were
positively related with feelings of engagement. Employees who moderately trusted their leader
felt less engaged as their leaders expressed more authenticity and humility behaviors. Lastly,
employees who highly trusted their leader felt increasing job engagement as their leader
exhibited more humility behaviors.
When Hypothesis 5 (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s perceived servant leadership behaviors and employees’ self-reported harmonious
passion) was re-tested, a significant relationship was found for those reporting low levels of trust
in their leader. For such employees, increased leader exhibition of accountability behaviors was
negatively related to feelings of harmonious passion.
When Hypothesis 6 (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s servant leadership behaviors and employees’ self-reported job pride) was re-tested,
significant relationships were found for those reporting low levels of trust in their leader and
those reporting high levels of trust. In the low-trust group, increased exhibition of forgiveness
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behaviors was associated with increased feelings of pride in one’s job while increased exhibition
of authenticity behaviors was associated with decreased feelings of job pride. High-trust
employees, meanwhile, reported increasing feelings of job pride as their leader exhibited more
forgiveness behaviors.

Table 58
Summary of Statistical Significance Supporting Hypothesis 2 Through Hypothesis 6 at Different
Levels of Trust
Trust Levels & R2

Trust Levels & Coefficients
Low
Job Satisfaction
Affective Org Comm
Employee
Engagement

Moderate

Stewardship (-.440*)

High

Low

Courage (.193*)

0.279

Accountability (-.222*)

Forgiveness (.244*)

Harmonious Passion

Accountability (-.249*)

Job Pride

Forgiveness (.388***)

Moderate

High
0.201

0.129

Accountability (-.187*)

Humility (.313*)

Humility (-.268*)

Forgiveness (-.197*)

0.336

0.162

0.421

0.237
Forgiveness (.212*)

0.227

0.152

p < ,05*, p < .01**, p < .001***
NOTE: The Harmonious Passion model was significant with the High Trust group t(8, 172) =
2.371, p < .05, but there were no statistically significant individual behavior

Hypothesis Re-Testing: Levels of
Organizational Tenure
Initial moderation analysis of organizational tenure showed tenure at the employee’s
current institution played a role in influencing the relationships among perceived servant
leadership behaviors and levels of job satisfaction, commitment, engagement, passion, and pride.
After analyzing the results a second time with the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012), the results
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indicated organizational tenure significantly changed the relationships among empowerment,
standing back, and stewardship behaviors and employee feelings of harmonious passion.
At this point, the dataset was split and the same analysis procedures that were followed to
test Hypotheses 1–6 were conducted once again. The results indicated that when the data were
separated by level of tenure (low or high), statistically significant relationships emerged between
perceptions of a leader’s motivation to serve and perceptions of their servant leadership
behaviors. In fact, the cumulative variance improved by more than 5% in some models after the
data were split by level of tenure. However, the results of tests of the relationships between
perceived servant leadership behaviors and employee outcomes showed that when split by level
of tenure, no statistically significant relationships existed (see Table 59).
When Hypotheses 1a through 1h were re-tested, the results revealed that splitting the
respondents into groups had, in all circumstances but one, allowed more of the variance within
the model to be explained. Splitting the data by level of tenure generated a clearer understanding
of how much weight tenure held in determining the extent to which employee perceptions of
servant leadership behavior influenced employee perceptions of the motivational attitude of the
leader in question. The below details the new findings made during re-testing.
When Hypothesis 1a (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve and employee perceptions of that director’s empowerment
behaviors) was re-tested, a significant relationship was found for the low-tenure group. The
results indicated approximately 4.2% of the variance in perceived empowerment behaviors could
be explained by the athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve.
When Hypothesis 1b (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve and employee perceptions of that director’s standing-back
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behaviors) was re-tested, a significant relationship was found for the low-tenure group. The
model results indicated approximately 4.1% of the variance in perceived standing-back behaviors
could be explained by perceptions of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. Moreover, these
results also showed that for employees with low tenure, higher estimations of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve were correlated with increased perceptions of standing-back
behaviors by that director.
When Hypothesis 1c (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve and employee perceptions of that director’s accountability
behaviors) was re-tested, a significant relationship was found for the high-tenure group. The
model results indicated approximately 3.1% of the variance in perceived accountability
behaviors could be explained by perceptions of the athletics director’s motivation to serve.
Moreover, the results also showed that for employees with high tenure, higher estimations of an
athletics director’s motivation to serve were correlated with increased perceptions of
accountability behaviors by that director.
When Hypothesis 1d (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve and employee perceptions of that director’s forgiveness behaviors)
was re-tested, significant relationships were found for both the low-tenure and high-tenure
groups. The model results indicated that for employees in the low-tenure group, 2% of the
variance in perceived forgiveness behaviors could be explained by perceptions of the athletics
director’s motivation to serve. In the high-tenure group, the variance explained was just over 2%.
These results also showed that for both low-tenure employees and high-tenure employees, higher
estimations of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were inversely correlated with employee
perceptions of that director’s forgiveness behaviors.
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When Hypothesis 1f (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve and employee perceptions of that director’s authenticity behaviors)
was re-tested, significant relationships were found for both the low-tenure and high-tenure
groups. The model results indicated that in the low-tenure group, approximately 4.7% of the
variance in perceived authenticity behaviors could be explained by perceptions of the athletics
director’s motivation to serve; the variance explained this way in the high-tenure group was
1.9%. These results also show that for both low-tenure employees and high-tenure employees,
higher estimations of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were positively correlated with
employee perceptions of that director’s authenticity behaviors.
When re-testing Hypothesis 1g (the relationship between employee perceptions of an
athletics director’s motivation to serve and employee perceptions of that director’s humility
behaviors) was re-tested, significant relationships were found for both the low-tenure and hightenure groups. The model results indicated that in the low-tenure group, approximately 5% of the
variance in perceived humility behaviors could be explained by perceptions of the athletics
director’s perceived motivation to serve. In the high-tenure group, the variance explained was
approximately 2.6%. These results also showed that for both low-tenure and high-tenure
employees, higher estimations of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were correlated with
increased perceptions of humility behaviors by that director.
When Hypothesis 1h (the relationship between employee perceptions of an athletics
director’s motivation to serve and employee perceptions of that director’s stewardship behaviors)
was re-tested, significant relationships were found for both the low-tenure and high-tenure
groups. The model results indicated that in the low-tenure group, approximately 3.8% of the
variance in perceived humility behaviors could be explained by perceptions of the athletics
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director’s motivation to serve. In the high-tenure group, the variance explained this way was
approximately 4.5%. These results also showed that for both low-tenure and high-tenure
employees, higher estimations of an athletics director’s motivation to serve were correlated with
increased perceptions of stewardship behaviors by that director (see Table 59).

Table 59
Summary of Statistical Significance Supporting Hypothesis 1a Through Hypothesis 1e at
Different Levels of Organizational Tenure

Empowerment

Organizational Tenure Levels
Low
High
0.205**

Organizational Tenure Levels & R2
Low
High
.042

Standing Back

0.203**

.041

Accountability

0.175**

.031

Forgiveness

-0.143*

-0.147*

.020

.022

Authenticity

0.216***

0.136*

.047

.019

Humility

0.224***

0.161*

.050

.026

Stewardship

0.195**

0.212***

.038

.045

Courage

p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***

Conclusions
While immersed in the corporate culture of AT&T, Greenleaf (1973) absorbed the
wisdom embodied by a character in Hermann Hesse’s (1932) Journey to the East. The revelation
that the servant Leo was actually the leader of the titular journey inspired Greenleaf to develop a
theory of leadership that put employees first. In his seminal work The Servant as Leader,
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Greenleaf explained how a leader must understand their role is not to wield a stick but rather to
work for the employee is where power truly comes from. In 1977, Greenleaf posited the
following definition of servant leadership:
It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first… The difference
manifests itself in the care taken by the servant-first to make sure that other people’s
highest priority needs are being served. The best test… Do those served grow as
persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous,
and more likely themselves to become servants? And, what is the effect on the least
privileged in society? Will they benefit, or at least not further be harmed? (p. 13)
While many researchers have designed models around how best to measure and explain
servant leadership (Burton et al., 2017; Kim, Kim, & Wells, 2017; van Dierendonck, 2010), it
was not until Dutch researcher van Dierendonck (2010) developed a multidimensional model
that considered antecedents, behaviors, and outcomes—and created a highly reliable tool (the
Servant Leadership Survey; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011)—that not only service behaviors
but also leadership behaviors were incorporated. The current study sought to investigate whether
athletics department employees at NCAA Division III institutions experienced servant leadership
behaviors and, if they did, to identify the relationships between their perceptions of such
behaviors and their feelings of job satisfaction, affective organizational commitment, harmonious
passion, engagement, and job pride. Furthermore, in line with both servant leadership theory and
van Dierendonck’s (2010) multidimensional model, the study also explored whether employees
felt their athletics directors exhibited behaviors that could be predicted by their perceived
motivation to serve.
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The model developed and tested for this study contained three distinct parts. First, the
relationships between perceptions of the athletics director’s motivation to serve and their
perceived servant leadership behaviors were studied. The second set part of the model tested the
relationship between the athletics directors’ perceived servant leadership behaviors and the
employees’ self-reported attitudes about job satisfaction, commitment, engagement, passion, and
pride. Lastly, the third portion of the model used moderation analysis to determine if trust in
leader or organizational tenure significantly changed the relationship between the servant
leadership behaviors and employee outcomes. The following section provides an interpretation
of the results and findings.
Motivation to Serve
The first hypotheses of this study posited the following:
H1a-H1e

There will be a significant positive relationship between employee
perceptions of an athletics director’s motivation to serve (independent
variable) and their perceived servant leadership behaviors (dependent
variables).

Few previous studies related to servant leadership considered antecedents (Beck, 2010;
Ng et al., 2008; van Dierendonk & Nuitjen, 2011). Moreover, studies related to leadership and
servant leadership have also called for an increase in the investigation of antecedents (Burton &
Peachey, 2013). According to Ng et al. (2008), sparse research has considered a leader’s
motivation to serve (MTS). In their seminal work, Ng and her colleagues argued that
investigation of a leader’s MTS provided new insight that circumvented the gaps associated with
solely examining leadership behaviors and their outcomes. Results of this study indicated an
athletics director’s motivation to serve could significantly predict an employee’s perception of
their servant leadership behaviors. This further supported Greenleaf’s (1973) assertion that a
servant leader must have a desire to “serve first” but also suggested a leader must consider what
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behaviors they chose because courage was not one athletics department employees found was
important when considering whether or not their leader was motivated to serve them.
The results of these tests suggested that a leader needed to show their employees they
wanted to serve them through their behavior. Therefore, a servant leader could not simply decide
to serve others but must also behave in line with their beliefs. The following discusses each
hypothesis and the results.
Hypothesis 1a
Hypothesis 1a was supported. Empowerment behaviors perceived by the employee were
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s MTS. To empower someone is to
experience when a leader shares information with followers and encourages self-direction. It is a
motivational concept that focuses on enabling people to act (Conger, 2000). Leaders who exhibit
empowerment behaviors also foster proactive and self-confident attitudes amongst their
employees (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). In servant leadership, empowering leaders
encourage their employees to make their own decisions and share information that helps improve
their performance (Konczak et al., 2000).
In this study, the perception of a leader’s MTS correlated positively with the perception
of a leader’s empowerment behaviors (β = .138, p < .001) and even more when trust levels were
high (β = .614, p < .001) but were negatively related when trust levels were low (β = -.228, p <
.05). Furthermore, MTS was positively related to perceived empowerment behaviors when the
employee reported low organizational tenure (> 4 years) (β = .205, p < .01). What this told us
was empowerment was a really important behavior to those who wished to demonstrate to their
employees they were motivated to serve. This, however, was most important after a relationship
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of trust had been established and when the employee had been with the organization for less than
four years.
NCAA Division III sport managers should note that perceived MTS resulted in the
employee perceiving the leader was empowering. However, it is vital that sport managers
understand that this is most useful when working with low tenured employees and only after
establishing a trusting relationship. In NCAA Division III athletics departments, administrators
and coaches alike often take on multiple roles and responsibilities. Because of this,
empowerment is critical but, again, it should be used only after a trusting relationship has been
established.
Hypothesis 1b
Hypothesis 1b was supported. Standing back behaviors perceived by the employee were
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. When a
leader uses standing back behaviors, they “give priority to the interest of others first and then
give them the necessary support and credit” (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011, p. 252). A
servant leader who exhibits this behavior prioritizes the interests of others, ensuring they receive
support in tasks and credit for successes. A servant leader also retreats into the background when
a task has been successfully accomplished. In this study, stewardship behaviors were found to be
positively correlated with the perception of a leader’s MTS (β = .113, p < .001), but when high
levels of trust have been established the strength of that relationship increased (β = .470, p <
.001). Furthermore, when an employee’s tenure was taken into account it was found that lower
tenured employees also perceived standing back behaviors to positively predict their leader’s
MTS (β = .203, p < .01).
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In the context of NCAA Division III athletics stewardship can be seen as an important
behavior for athletics directors. The mission of NCAA Division III athletics posits that the
student-athlete experience is more important that higher level organizational or coach goals. This
means that while success on the field or in the gym are important, they are not more important
than serving the needs of the student-athlete and maintaining their balance of scholastic and
athletic success. Stewardship behaviors support this mission. Moreover, for a leader to be
perceived as motivated to serve they will need to first establish a relationship of trust and then
focus on prioritizing the needs of their coaches and student-athletes before those of their own.
Hypothesis 1c
Hypothesis 1c was supported. Accountability behaviors perceived by the employee were
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. When a
leader holds their employees accountable, they set a standard for performance that is within
employees’ control and then hold them to that standard (Conger, 1989). Previous research
explained that accountability is important to servant leadership because servant leaders believe
people should know what is expected of them and that without accountability, the achievement
of goals would be stifled (Froiland et al., 1993). Furthermore, accountability allows the servant
leader to demonstrate confidence in their followers and provide them with boundaries within
which they can achieve their goals (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
The results of this study supported previous research and the importance of establishing a
relationship of trust and using accountability with lower tenured employees within an NCAA
Division III athletics workplace. After establishing a relationship of trust with low tenured
employees, an athletics director should use accountability behaviors when managing their
employees. By establishing departmental goals and standards, the athletics director would be
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more effective in being perceived as motivated to serve others (β = .103, p < .001) but more so
with newer employees (β = .175, p < .01). Moreover, after working to establish a high trust
environment between themselves and employees, the athletics director would know (β = .392, p
< .001) how much accountability would improve their employee’s perception of their MTS.
Hypothesis 1d
Hypothesis 1d was supported. Forgiveness behaviors perceived by the employee were
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. When a
leader uses forgiveness behaviors, they take the time to understand, appreciate, and express
empathy toward the feelings of others (Dodd et al., 2018). This includes the ability to understand
and experience others’ feelings and why they arise (George et al., 2000) as well as the ability to
let go of perceived wrongs and not carry grudges into other situations (McCullough, 2000).
Servant leaders could display forgiveness by creating an atmosphere of trust in which people feel
accepted, are free to make mistakes, and know they will not be rejected (Ferch, 2005). When a
positive psychological climate exists, employees feel supported by and trust in their leader (Kim,
Kim, & Reid, 2017). A climate of trust and fairness also promotes trust between employees and
increases knowledge-sharing and prosocial behavior (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
The results of this study were inconsistent with previous research regarding the value of
using forgiveness behaviors when trust and organization tenure were taken into account. In
NCAA Division III athletics departments, forgiveness behaviors were positive correlated to the
leaders’ MTS (β = .113, p < .001). However, when a high trust relationship was established, the
correlation became negative (β = -.389, p < .001). This was true for low (β = -.143, p < .05) and
high tenured (β = -.145, p < .05) employees as well.
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For sport practitioners and those working in NCAA Division III athletics, forgiveness
behaviors should be used with extreme caution. While they initially helped to explain the
employee’s perception of a leader’s MTS, when trust and tenure were incorporated the
relationship changed. Athletics directors could use forgiveness behaviors to help support their
motives but should do so without consideration to trust and tenure. Moreover, athletics directors
must also consider how they counteract the decreased effects of forgiveness after trust has been
established with all their employees.
Hypothesis 1e
Hypothesis 1e was not supported. Courage behaviors perceived by the employee were not
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. When a
leader uses courage behaviors, they are willing to take risks and try out new approaches to old
problems (Greenleaf, 1991). Greenleaf (1991) explained that courage is an important
characteristic that distinguishes servant leadership from other forms. Servant leadership scholars
found courage in the workplace could foster proactive and innovative thinking (van Dierendonck
& Nuijten, 2011), rely on their own convictions to govern their actions (Russell & Stone, 2002),
and take risks when problem solving (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
The results of this study were inconsistent with the work of previous servant leadership
studies. In this study, courage behaviors were not significant predictors of an athletics director’s
perceived MTS (β = .042, p = .198). However, this relationship did change when trust levels
were included. When trust levels were low, courage negatively correlated with perceived MTS (β
= -.258, p < .01) and positively correlated with perceived MTS when trust levels were high (β =
.357, p < .001). These results might be confusing as courage is a behavior not always valued in
the workplace. While the culture of sport requires coaches to be creative, innovative, and values-
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driven when coaching, this is not always the case when working administratively. The results of
this study showed that if an athletics director would like to be perceived as motivated to serve,
they should not be courageous until they have established a high level of trust with their
employees. Once their employees trust them, then courageous behaviors would, in fact, improve
that perception.
Hypothesis 1f
Hypothesis 1f was supported. Authenticity behaviors perceived by the employee were
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. For a leader
to be perceived as being authentic, they need to express themselves in ways that are consistent
with their inner thoughts and feelings (Harter, 2002). As an authentic leader, they need to be
acutely aware of their values and accurately represent themselves in both public and private
situations (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). Recent research shed more light on the role of
authenticity. Authentic behaviors have been tied to improved relationships between head and
assistant coaches (Kim, Kim, & Reid, 2017) and improved psychological climate and athlete
well-being (Kim et al., 2019).
The results of this study supported the importance of authenticity. In NCAA Division III
athletics departments, an athletic director’s perceived authentic behaviors positively correlated
with perceived MTS (β = .122, p < .001). Furthermore, when trust levels and organizational
tenure were taken into account, the relationship strength increased. For low-trust employees, the
authenticity was negatively correlated to perceived MTS (β = -.276, p < .01) and for high-trust
employees, the relationship was positive (β = .544, p < .001). Tenure of the relationship for both
low and high tenured employees was positive.
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For sport employees working in NCAA Division III athletics, these results were
promising. If a leader wants to be perceived as motivated to serve, they should use authentic
behaviors to demonstrate that motivation. Furthermore, with improved trust (from low to high),
the relationship got stronger. Athletics directors or those aspiring to be servant leaders should
become acutely aware of who they are and what their values are. Then they should act
accordingly when interacting with their employees.
Hypothesis 1g
Hypothesis 1g was supported. Humility behaviors perceived by the employee were
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. A humble
leader has the ability to properly contextualize their own accomplishments and talents (Patterson,
2003). Hunter et al. (1998) described humility as being without pretense or arrogance. Research
in collegiate sport found a humble servant leader kept personal accomplishments and talents in
proper perspective (Dodd et al., 2018).
The results of this study supported the notion that humility is important in the workplace.
Further contextualizing its value, results indicated perceived humility in NCAA Division III
athletics departments positively correlated with the perception of their leader’s MTS (β = .152, p
< .001). Interestingly, trust levels also played a role in that relationship. As trust levels increased
from low (β = -.252, p < .01) to high (β = .573, p < .001), the relationship got stronger. This was
also consistent along levels of tenure.
For sport employees, these results were also important. When one is a leader or aspires to
become a leader, they should consider developing their humility behaviors and abilities to
develop trust. As supported in this study, humility behaviors improve their employee’s
perceptions of their motives to serve. Moreover, if they combined these behaviors with efforts to
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improve the trust felt by their employees, the relationship between perceived humility and
perceived motivation to serve would increase dramatically. As sport servant leaders, they would
need to acknowledge their strengths and weaknesses and use this understanding to engage with
those they led. This engagement with others, like empowerment and forgiveness, would help to
foster a positive psychological climate associated with positive workplace outcomes.
Hypothesis 1h
Hypothesis 1h was supported. Stewardship behaviors perceived by the employee were
significantly related to the perception of the athletics director’s motivation to serve. When
leaders exhibit stewardship behaviors, they show their employees they are willing to take
responsibility for the larger institution and act in the interests of service rather than those in
control and one’s self (Block, 1993). Spears (1995) defined stewardship as holding something in
trust and serving the needs of others. When leading, an athletics department steward acts as both
caretaker and role model (Hernandez, 2008) and uses their status to set a good example for
others. When led by a steward, athletics department employees model this behavior, creating a
positive culture of selflessness within the organization.
The result of this study supported the importance and use of stewardship behaviors to
improve the perception of a leader’s MTS (β = .167, p < .001). Like other servant leader
behaviors, the relationship of perceived stewardship to perceived MTS got stronger as trust
levels increased from low (β = -.326, p < .001) to high (β = .587, p < .001) and was positively
correlated amongst both low (β = .195, p < .01) and high (β = .212, p < .001) tenured employees.
Sport leaders who want to be perceived as motivated to serve their employees should
consider using stewardship behaviors to do so. When an athletics director is a steward, they
insulate their coaches and staff from the scrutiny of the those outside of the department. For
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example, an NCAA Division III athletics director would be in contact with the greater university
community and administration so their coaches would not have to. This would relieve coaches of
the stress and pressure of managing relationships external to their primary roles as coaches.
Moreover, it provides coaches with a greater opportunity to focus on serving their athletes and
winning as much as possible.
Job Satisfaction
H2

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors and employees’ self-reported job
satisfaction.

During the initial analysis, the findings revealed that while athletics department
employees reported above-average job satisfaction, servant leadership behaviors were not
significantly related to that satisfaction (p = .081). However, the model did show a significant
negative relationship between job satisfaction and organizational tenure (β = -.035, p < .05),
suggesting individuals who had worked at an institution longer reported decreased job
satisfaction.
When additional testing was performed, it was found that the relationship between
perceived servant leadership behaviors and job satisfaction was different based on levels of trust.
For employees reporting low levels of trust, there was a negative relationship between
stewardship behaviors and job satisfaction (β = -.440, p < .05). For employees reporting high
levels of trust in their leader, there was a positive relationship between the courage behaviors and
job satisfaction (β = .193, p < .05)
While the initial results were inconsistent with previous research, when trust was taken
into account, the results changed. Previous research found perceived servant leadership
behaviors were positively correlated with job satisfaction in athletics departments (Achen et al.,
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2019; Burton et al., 2017). Other research found trust could mediate the relationship between
servant leadership and job satisfaction (Zargar et al., 2019).
The results presented here supported the importance of job satisfaction. This study, along
with previous research, supported that job satisfaction was positively correlated with servant
leadership behaviors and the relationship strengthened as the level of trust between leader and
follower strengthened.
When trust levels were low, there was a negative correlation between stewardship and job
satisfaction. Initially stewardship was positively correlated with job satisfaction but the
relationship was statistically non-significant. When trust moderated the relationship, high levels
of trust were positively correlated with job satisfaction and when trust levels were low, there was
a negative relationship between the two. When athletics directors exhibit stewardship behaviors,
they take on the responsibility for the department, relieving their coaches and staff of that
burden. When they do so if trust is low, it might seem as though the athletics director lacked
authenticity. This would make his/her staff question his/her reasons for doing so, which could, in
turn, make them dissatisfied with their job. If trust is high, then the rapport between leader and
employee has been established and the employee would be less inclined to second-guess their
leader’s motives.
When trust levels are high, the athletics director should focus on courage behaviors. As
stated previously, a leader exhibits courage behaviors when they take risks to solve workplace
problems. In line with Mayer et al. (1995), if trust is established through demonstrating ability,
benevolence, and integrity, then the impact of the use of courage behaviors should be positively
related to job satisfaction. For example, if athletics directors demonstrate their ability to be
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responsible and honest administrators, trust between them and their employees would improve
and, once high, then courage behaviors could be used to improve job satisfaction.
Affective Organizational
Commitment
H3

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors and employees’ self-reported affective
organizational commitment.
Initial findings of this tested relationship revealed that while athletics-department
employees reported above-average affective organizational commitment, servant leadership
behaviors were not significantly related to that commitment (p = .200). Furthermore, there were
no significant relationships in the model among any of the predictor variables and affective
organizational commitment. These results indicated the perception of servant leadership
behaviors by athletics department employees had no influence on how committed those
employees were to their organization.
The introduction of trust levels did change these findings and provided some clarity as to
how servant leadership behaviors could improve affective organizational commitment. When
employees reported moderate levels of trust, the relationship between accountability behaviors
and affective organizational commitment was negative (β = -.222, p < .05).
Allen and Meyer (1996) defined affective organizational commitment as “a psychological
link between the employee and his or her organization that makes it less likely that the employee
will leave the organization” (p. 252). Over the past 15 years, studies found servant leadership had
a positive impact on affective organizational commitment (Cerit, 2010; Hale & Fields, 2007;
Hamilton & Bean, 2005; Pekerti & Sendjaya, 2010). A recent study also found servant
leadership could have a direct effect on organizational commitment through leader trust
(Kurniawan et al., 2020).
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The findings of this study supported the existence of a significant, negative relationship
between accountability behaviors and affective organizational commitment in the NCAA
Division III context. This relationship, however, did not exist without trust. Moreover, the
relationship was negative, which tells leaders within athletics that when moderate levels of trust
have been established (Mayer et al., 1995), the use of accountability behaviors decreases
employee’s commitment levels. Accountability has been referred to as the most fundamental
factor in organizing and organizations (Frink & Klimoski,1998). Moreover, Dose and Klimoski
(1995) suggested trust within an accountability relationship was dependent on the individual’s
perception of the motivation of the person to whom he or she was accountable as well as the use
of power, openness, and honesty. In the case of collegiate athletics, the perception that the
athletics director has a legitimate interest in employees’ behavior would lead to improved trust.
Therefore, when high trust has yet to be established, the reasons for using accountability
behaviors might be questioned and have a negative impact on the employee’s feelings of
commitment.
Job Engagement
H4

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors and self-reported employee
engagement.

When the relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors and employee
engagement were initially tested, the findings revealed the relationship between perceived
servant leadership behaviors and job engagement was not significant. During a second round of
analysis, the respondents were split by levels of trust and the tests were re-run. The new results
were not consistent with the initial test and found that trust itself predicted engagement and the
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level of trust an employee had in their leader impacted the relationship between perceived
servant leadership behaviors and engagement.
Moderation analysis revealed forgiveness behaviors had an inverse relationship with
engagement when broken down by level of trust. When trust was high, forgiveness had a
negative relationship to engagement and when trust was low, that relationship was positive.
While finding that in a low trust environment forgiveness behaviors had a positive impact on
engagement, it was interesting to find the inverse was true for high trust. Furthermore, when the
respondents were split by level of trust, forgiveness behaviors were positive for the low-trust
group (β = .244, p < .05) and negative for the high-trust group (β = -.197, p < .05). When levels
of trust were moderate, accountability (β = -.187, p < .05) and humility behaviors (β = -.286, p <
.05) were negatively correlated with engagement while for the high-trust group, humility
behaviors were positively correlated (β = .313, p < .05).
Servant leadership theory posited servant leaders used helping behaviors to improve the
health, wisdom, freedom, and autonomy of their employees (Greenleaf, 1977). Furthermore,
Sendjaya and Sarros (2002) explained that the “distinctive characteristics of servant leaders lie
first and foremost in their primary intent and self-concept” (p. 62). Contextually, this told us in
servant leadership in the organizational context, servant leaders could be seen as those who
served others (intent) and/or those who believed they were a servant (self-concept).
Forgiveness behaviors are used when the primary intent of the leader is to make the
employee feel more comfortable with their mistake. Forgiveness behavior is a helping behavior
used by servant leaders (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). However, consistent with the results
in this study, forgiveness behaviors were not always positive. Gouldner (1960) explained that
reciprocity in relationships was necessary to keep social systems stable. Furthermore, he asserted
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that if not for this norm and the ability of people within a relationship to hold each other
accountable for the mutually beneficial exchange of resources, partners would not be able to
protect themselves against exploitation. The norm of reciprocity works in both personal
relationships and in the relationship between employee and their leader (Coyle-Shapiro &
Kessler, 2002).
The inverse results of forgiveness and engagement demonstrated that when trust was low,
forgiveness behaviors helped employees feel safe, which could lead them deciding on their own
to engage more with their organization. This was consistent with research that reported sport
employees felt engagement was an internal decision (Paek et al., 2020). The results reported here
also showed forgiveness behaviors significantly impacted engagement attitudes but only when
moderated by trust and the relationship was inverse as trust increased the relationship between
forgiveness behaviors and engagement switched from positive to negative, indicating that in a
high trust relationship, increased forgiveness behaviors degraded employee engagement.
The first result, that forgiveness behaviors improved engagement in low trust
environments, could be explained by understanding that servant leaders use helping behaviors to
improve their employees (personally and professionally) and forgiveness was an example of such
a behavior. Increased trust between the leader and employee could be explained by the leader’s
consistent use of benevolence behaviors like forgiveness (Mayer et al., 1995).
For the inverse, when forgiveness behaviors degraded engagement in high trust
environments, the results were more difficult to explain and contradicted previous research (van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011) but were in line with research regarding close relationships and
the reciprocity norm (Gouldner, 1960). Moreover, in a study of relationships, McNulty (2011)
found that as the relationship progressed in years and deepened, the use of forgiveness behaviors
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from one person to the other had negative effects. Moreover, the person who offended felt like
they could continue to offend simply because of continued forgiveness and the removal of
consequences.
In small, mostly flat, organizations like NCAA Division III athletics, relationships
between leader and employee are often times close. However, the data here showed that as the
relationship between leader and follower progressed and trust improved, the employee’s feelings
of engagement with the job and organization were negatively impacted when the leader was
forgiving. While it is natural for a servant leader to use forgiving and other helping behaviors, in
the case of collegiate athletics, the data suggested there was a point at which the employee might
look for more accountability than forgiveness. According to previous research on forgiveness
(McNulty, 2011), the decrease in employee engagement was not because their leader was
forgiving them but because the employee was dissatisfied with the choice of leadership behavior
and due to a lack of consequences cared less about them.
There was a lack of literature regarding the study of sport employee engagement (Paek et
al., 2020) and the inconsistencies found in this study suggested it should be studied further.
Moreover, athletics directors should also take note of trust building techniques illustrated by
Mayer et al. (1995), which explained that in order to build trust, a leader must demonstrate
ability, benevolence, and integrity. Based on an understanding of servant leadership theory, trust
development, and the results of this study, it is suggested that the use of benevolence behaviors
like forgiveness are warranted during the trust building process but should be reconsidered when
high trust levels have been achieved.
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Harmonious Passion
H5

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors and employees’ self-reported levels of
harmonious passion.

The findings related to the relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors
and harmonious passion revealed that while athletics-department employees reported average
levels of harmonious passion (m = 3.00), servant leadership behaviors were not significantly
related to that passion (p = .753). Furthermore, there were no significant relationships in the
model between any of the predictor variables and harmonious passion. These results were
inconsistent with the findings of previous studies that looked at passion in employees (Swanson
& Kent, 2017; Todd & Kent, 2009) and indicated athletics department employees’ perceptions of
servant leadership behaviors had no influence on how passionate those employees were for their
jobs or organizations.
During moderation analysis, empowerment, standing back behaviors, and stewardship
behaviors significantly predicted harmonious passion. When level of tenure was taken into
account, it was found tenure significantly changed the relationship between empowerment,
standing back, and stewardship and harmonious passion at the low and moderate levels. This
showed employees who were within the first four years at the current institution could be
influenced by these servant leader behaviors to improve their level of passion.
While initial analysis did not support that servant leadership behaviors significantly
predicted harmonious passion, employees did report above-average feelings of harmonious
passion. In the context of collegiate sports, harmonious passion is rooted in sources of motivation
other than one’s leader. Moreover, research supported the notion that sport employees worked
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independently and did not look for or want external stimulation for motivational outcomes like
passion.
The relationship between empowerment, standing back, and stewardship behaviors and
feelings of harmonious passion was significantly changed at different levels of organizational
tenure. All servant leadership behaviors had a significant and positive relationship with
harmonious passion at low levels of tenure and a negative correlation at high levels of tenure.
While the results presented here were new for research related to organizational tenure and sport,
they were consistent with previous research that also found the longer an employee was with an
organization the less influenced they were by leadership behaviors (Chan & Mak, 2014; Wright
& Bonnet, 2002).
Harmonious passion is a relatively new variable being studied within sport. The results of
this study, predicting harmonious passion, improved our understanding of passion and the sport
employee. It was understood that passion is a motivational force that leads an individual to
engage (Vallerand et al., 2003). It was also understood that sport employees feel passion
(Swanson & Kent, 2017; Todd & Kent, 2009) and that passion could be an important part of
working in sport (Taylor et al., 2008). However, how to build or predict passion within the sport
employee is still not widely understood. Serrano-Fernández et al. (2019) shed light on this
subject, explaining that employee satisfaction and excessive responsibility could predict
harmonious passion. Applied to sport employees in NCAA Division III athletics, one could
assert the addition of work through empowerment could improve their employee’s levels of
passion.
Empowerment, standing back, and stewardship are all empowerment-type behaviors and
empowerment behaviors provide the employee with the autonomy to do their work (Seibert et
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al., 2004). Empowerment behaviors also provide employees with the autonomy to make
constructive changes in their work (Seibert et al., 2004). That said, since harmonious passion was
considered an autonomous motivation (Vallerand et al., 2003), empowering the sport employee
should improve their levels of harmonious passion. This could be for multiple reasons.
First, servant (empowering) leaders believe an employee should be able to work
autonomously (Ahearne et al., 2005; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011). By being empowered
and receiving autonomous support from their leader, the employee feels released from
bureaucratic constraints and invests themselves in the task they are interested in, thereby leading
to passion for their job (Liu et al., 2011; Vallerand et al., 2003). Second, servant leaders who
empower are helping their employees internalize their job deeper than if not supported. This
deepens internalization of the one’s job and related tasks, supports the employee’s identity
associated with the job, and promotes their harmonious passion (Seibert et al., 2011; Zhang &
Bartol, 2010). Lastly, servant leaders believe in providing clear direction to a path of success for
their employees. When employees perceive they are pursuing meaningful, shared objectives
through clear processes that have been communicated by their leader, they are more likely to
develop harmonious passion for their work (Vallerand et al., 2003). Based on the finding of this
study, an athletics director should use empowerment behaviors to improve harmonious passion
in their sport employee.
Job Pride
H6

There will be a significant positive relationship between perceived servant
leadership behaviors of athletics directors and employees’ self-reported levels of
job pride.

When servant leadership behaviors were regressed onto job pride, the findings revealed
that while athletics department employees reported average levels of job pride (m = 3.06),
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servant leadership behaviors failed to significantly predict them (p = .059). Furthermore, while
the model was not significant for servant leadership behaviors at large, it was significant
regarding forgiveness behaviors in particular. Forgiveness behaviors were negatively correlated
with job pride (β = -0.151, p < .05), indicating that as an employee’s perceptions of forgiveness
behaviors increased, their feelings of job pride decreased.
The concept of pride has been subject to discussion ever since Aristotle (384–322 BCE)
spoke of it as a fundamental virtue (Sokolowski, 2001) and it has been found to be closely
connected to the sports environment (Maraniss, 1999). Weinberg and Gould (2007) noted that
coaches often instilled pride in athletes as a way of promoting team cohesion. More broadly,
national pride has been found to play a role in building national identity (Chalip, 2006). From an
employee standpoint, pride was confirmed as an important benefit of volunteering at
international sporting events (Bang & Chelladurai, 2009).
Within this study, pride was viewed as a “measure of affective and evaluative feelings”
about an attitudinal object (Smith & Tyler, 1997, p. 165). More specifically, for sports
employees, pride represented feelings of importance, value, and admiration in connection with
status evaluations of their current job (Todd & Harris, 2009; Tyler & Blader, 2001). Job pride
has also been associated with improved performance (Katzenbach, 2003), satisfaction (Swanson
& Kent, 2017; Tyler & Blader, 2001), and organizational commitment (Ellemers et al., 2011;
Swanson & Kent, 2017).
While initial results of this study indicated athletics department employees did possess
pride, regression analysis showed servant leadership forgiveness behaviors could have a negative
impact on job pride in athletics department employees. However, when trust was included as a
moderator in the analysis, it changed the relationship between forgiveness behaviors and job
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pride. When high levels of trust existed between the leader and employee, forgiveness behaviors
positively impacted feelings of job pride.
To better understand the relationship between forgiveness behaviors and job pride, at
levels of trust, the definition of pride should be reviewed. Pride is a measure of affective and
evaluative feelings about an attitudinal object (Smith & Tyler, 1997). For sports, employee’s
pride represented feelings of importance, value, and admiration in connection with status
evaluations of one’s current job (Todd & Harris, 2009).
Research on forgiveness behaviors found these types of behaviors could produce positive
or negative results. Forgiveness behaviors were found to improve positive feelings of importance
in the workplace (van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011) but have also been associated with negative
relational impacts (McNulty, 2011). Job pride has been described as an emotional state that could
be elicited, for example, when an employee works to overcome obstacles to reach a desired
work-related outcome (Magee, 2015). Furthermore, pride could arise from a sense of personal
achievement resulting from the job and efforts taken by the organization to appreciate the
outstanding achievement of employees (Lau & May, 1998; Tracy & Robins, 2007).
Servant leadership theory suggested a servant leader would put the good of their
followers over their own self-interest, emphasizing follower development (Hale & Fields, 2007)
manifested through one-on-one prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests (Eva et al.,
2019, p. 4). It suggested a servant leader saw each individual follower as someone who was
“unique, and has different needs, interests, desires, goals, strengths, and limitations” (Eva et al.,
2019, p. 114).
Feelings of job pride could be elicited when an employee felt they had accomplished a
difficult task. To aid in this accomplishment, a servant leader should focus on helping the
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employee develop the skills necessary to succeed. Moreover, the results of this study suggested
that while forgiveness behaviors negatively impacted job pride, when trust was introduced at low
and high levels, the relationship became positive. For athletics directors, this means when an
employee is having a difficult time accomplishing a task, forgiveness behaviors could help
improve job pride but only after trust had been established.
Moderator 1: Trust in Leader
H7

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors and employee-related outcomes will be stronger for employees with
higher levels of trust in their leader.

To test this hypothesis, hierarchical linear regression modeling was used to test this effect
of trust in one’s leader as a moderator. The resultant models were inconclusive but some
significant relationships were present. The first and second models run of each regression were
found to be non-significant. The third model for each test contained some interesting
significance. When regressed against job satisfaction, the trust variable was the only significant
variable (β = 0.750) and when regressed against job pride, the results were the same (β = 0.357).
In the fourth model of each regression, all variables in model 3 and eight interaction
terms were included. The results supported the hypothesis and showed the models were
significant. However, a separate issue arose concerning these models: they were characterized by
very high VIFs, indicating high multicollinearity. This was likely due to the inclusion of all eight
interaction terms in the model. In order to address, determine the existence of and level of effect
new models that included multiple linear regression and the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012).
Levels of Trust
After the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) was included and regressions re-run, the effect
of the level of trust in one’s leader was clearer. There were significant relationships between
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many of the variables across low, moderate, and high reported feelings of trust in one’s athletics
director. For example, when high levels of trust were reported, this relationship became positive
(β = .185, p < .001). Furthermore, when employees reported high levels of trust in their athletics
director, there was a significant, positive relationship between the perception of authenticity
behaviors and feelings of job pride (β = .279, t(462) = 3.05, p < .05).
The resultant models also drastically improved the variance explained within the
significant relationships among empowerment, stewardship, authenticity, courage, and
forgiveness behaviors and job satisfaction, employee engagement, harmonious passion, and job
pride. For example, in the relationship between empowerment and job satisfaction, the inclusion
of trust helped to explain 46% of the variance in the relationship. Furthermore, in the relationship
between stewardship and job satisfaction, the same inclusion helped to explain 47% of the
variance. Trust also helped explain 46% of the variance in the relationship between forgiveness
and employee engagement, 32% of the variance in the relationship between courage and
harmonious passion, and 24% of the variance in the relationship between authenticity and job
pride.
When trust was added as a moderated, it significantly changed the relationship between
servant leader behaviors and employee outcomes and did so at low, moderate, and high levels.
These results supported previous research regarding the value of trust in the leader-follower
relationship. DePree (1997) stated, “Trust grows when people see leaders translate their personal
integrity into organizational fidelity” (p. 127). Based on De Pree’s definition, servant leaders
who exhibited trusting behaviors increased levels of loyalty and commitment. This, in turn, was
found to develop trust among employees through behaviors such as listening, behaving ethically,
empathizing, and building community (Liden, Wayne et al., 2014). Indeed, Liden et al. (2008)
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asserted that building trust with employees was the most significant outcome of listening
behaviors. For the purposes of this study, an employee’s trust in their leader was considered: that
an employee’s willingness to accept vulnerability to the behaviors and actions of the leader were
beyond the employee’s control (Mayer et al., 1995). Servant leaders who consistently put the
needs of their employees first also increased their followers’ trust in them (Joseph & Winston,
2005).
The application of trust as a leadership behavior to NCAA Division III athletics
departments should be considered. The results clearly indicated that as trust increased between
leader and employee, so did positive employee outcomes. The components of trust and
developing trust were not part of this study but following the model established by Mayer et al.
(1995), athletics directors could improve trust through ability, benevolence, and integrity.
The data showed that when employee feelings of trust were low, the athletics director
showed work to establish trust through using forgiveness behaviors. This helped grow trust
levels and improve employee engagement. Once trust levels are high, the athletics director
should focus on courage behaviors to improve job satisfaction, humility behaviors to improve
engagement, and forgiveness behaviors to improve job pride. Furthermore, it supported the need
to develop servant leaders within NCAA Division III athletics departments. While the data
showed that without trust servant leadership behaviors did not significantly predict employee
outcomes, it should be noted that when combined with trust, servant leadership was shown to be
a valuable leadership style for those who wished to improve employee attitudinal outcomes.
Moderator 2: Organizational
Tenure
H8

The relationship between perceived servant leadership behaviors of athletics
directors and employee-related outcomes will be stronger for employees with a
shorter tenure within the organization.
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This hypothesis suggested an employee’s perception of their athletics director’s servant
leader behaviors should predict higher levels of that employee’s feelings of satisfaction,
commitment, engagement, passion, and pride when they had been with their organization for a
shorter period of time. To test for moderation, hierarchical linear regression modeling was used
again. Like trust, resultant models 1, 2, and 3 were inconclusive so new models that included
multiple linear regression and the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) were run to determine not
only whether the moderator had an effect but also the level of that effect if it existed.
In the fourth set of models, results showed job satisfaction and harmonious passion
supported the hypothesis, showing model significance. However, as with trust in one’s leader,
the fourth model series was characterized by very high VIFs, indicating high multicollinearity.
While it might not be significant, the final model retained in this study had important theoretical
implications as it showed the hypothesized relationships between servant leadership and job
satisfaction (R2 = 0.073, p < .05) and servant leadership and harmonious passion (R2 = 0.074, p <
.05) were supported when moderated by organizational tenure.
While each model was significant, not all servant leadership behaviors in each model
were so. For job satisfaction, for instance, it was the interaction of organizational tenure and
accountability behaviors in particular that was found to predict higher improved levels (β =
0.031, p < 0.05). Similarly, it was the interaction of organizational tenure and humility behaviors
in particular that was found to predict higher levels of harmonious passion (β = 0.024, p < 0.05).
Levels of Organizational Tenure
When the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2012) was used to determine the effect of the level
of organizational tenure, it provided increased clarity. The models showed significant
relationships among empowerment and standing-back behaviors and harmonious passion. When
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an employee reported having been at their current institution for four or fewer years, there were
some significant relationships. Results indicated that when an employee was at their current
institution for four or fewer years, their leader’s exhibition of empowerment behaviors (β = .202,
t(463) = 2.58, p < .01), standing-back behaviors (β = .189, t(463) = 2.60, p < .01), and
stewardship behaviors (β = .181, t(463) = 2.54, p < .05) positively correlated with their feelings
of harmonious passion. It should be noted, however, that no models indicated significant
relationships between any of the servant leadership behaviors and employee outcomes when the
employee’s tenure was five years or longer.
The results of these tests indicated the duration of an employee’s tenure with an athletics
department influenced the relationship among their leader’s accountability and humility
behaviors and the employee outcomes. This could help servant leaders better understand how to
improve these employee outcomes within their organization. Servant leaders should pay
particular attention to how long an employee works for them and should consider adjusting their
leadership style according to this length.
Organizational tenure has been defined as the length of time spent in an organization
(Wright & Bonnet, 2002). It has previously been found to impact the attitudes, behaviors, and
performance of employees (Wright & Bonnet, 2002). While organizations could hire new
employees as needed, their ability to build human capital by retaining employees in the long term
is critical (Slaughter et al., 2007). Employees who spend a long time at a single organization
accumulate experience, work skills, and knowledge from which the organization as a whole
benefits (Ng & Feldman, 2015). However, the influence of leadership does not follow the same
trajectory: servant leadership behaviors appear to be more effective for shorter-tenure employees.
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The findings of the current study advised athletics directors to focus more closely on
engaging in accountability behaviors with shorter-tenure employees. Past research supported that
shorter-tenured employees were more open to leadership behaviors. It might be that employees
who are new to an organization tend to seek out more structure as they learn to navigate the
nuances of a new institution. It was important to note that tenure accounted for neither age nor
years of work in the industry; data regarding those relationships was found to be insignificant.
That said, if an employee was new to coaching or to an institution, their athletics director should
be cognizant of the positive influence their behaviors could have.
A further look at the data also showed most respondents had worked with their current
organization for five of fewer years and had worked in the college-sports industry for 10 or fewer
years. Research on organizational tenure indicated the threshold an employee’s tenure was
considered long was nine years. The majority of respondents to this study were short-tenure
employees, which might explain why, when the data were split, tenure emerged as a moderating
variable. In the end, the findings showed us tenure was a variable athletics directors should
consider when determining how to lead their employees.
Levels of Moderation and
Variable Relationships
When it became clear both moderators (trust in one’s leader and organizational tenure)
had significant effects, across various levels, on how the independent and dependent variables
interacted, an important question arose: to what extent were these relationships impacted at the
different levels of moderation? To answer this question, the data were split by moderator levels
and all hypothesis tests were conducted again.
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Levels of Trust
The results of this study supported the importance of trust within the workplace but it is
still necessary to discuss how the different levels of trust impacted the relationships between an
athletics director’s perceived motivation to serve and their perceived servant leader behaviors.
Furthermore, levels of trust impacted the relationship between an athletics director’s perceived
servant leader behaviors and their employees’ self-reported attitudinal outcomes. The following
section discusses findings that were uncovered when the data were split by level of trust and the
hypothesis tests re-performed.
Splitting the data by level of trust expanded the researcher’s overall understanding of the
effect of trust in one’s leader. To begin, the variable means calculated and reported during the
initial phase of analysis, in comparison with those re-calculated according to level of trust,
showed that employees who felt high trust in their leader also reported higher levels of perceived
servant leadership behaviors and superior employee attitudinal outcomes (see Tables 60 and 61).
This supported the analysis conducted after the data were split by level of trust.
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Table 60
Means of Servant Leadership and Motivation to Serve Subscale Variables Compared to Means
of Servant Leadership and Motivation to Serve Subscale Variables at High Levels of Trust in
One’s Leader
Variable

M

Variable at High Levels of Trust

M

Motivation to serve scale

2.70

Motivation to serve scale

3.61

Empowerment subscale, servant leadership

3.78

Empowerment subscale, servant leadership

3.80

Standing back subscale, servant leadership

3.48

Standing back subscale, servant leadership

3.51

Accountability subscale, servant leadership

3.84

Accountability subscale, servant leadership

3.90

Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership

3.82

Forgiveness subscale, servant leadership

2.16

Courage subscale, servant leadership

2.83

Courage subscale, servant leadership

2.81

Authenticity subscale, servant leadership

3.30

Authenticity subscale, servant leadership

3.31

Humility subscale, servant leadership

3.37

Humility subscale, servant leadership

3.40

Stewardship subscale, servant leadership

3.88

Stewardship subscale, servant leadership

3.95

Note: n=471.
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Table 61
Means of Subscale Variables Compared to Means of Subscales at High Levels of Trust-inLeader
Variable

M

Variable at High Levels of Trust

M

Job satisfaction scale

3.06

Job satisfaction scale

3.36

Affective organizational

Affective organizational

commitment scale

3.03

commitment scale

3.01

Job engagement scale

3.04

Job engagement scale

3.60

Harmonious passion scale

3.00

Harmonious passion scale

3.56

Job pride scale

3.06

Job pride scale

3.50

Note: n=471.

Athletics directors who had cultivated high levels of trust in their employees were
associated with higher levels of employee-perceived motivation to serve. This perception is vital
for a leader who wants leverage servant leadership behavior as one of the key tenets of servant
leadership is having a strong desire to serve. After re-testing the relationships between perceived
motivation to serve and perceived servant leadership behaviors, it became clear those who
reported high levels of trust also reported higher levels of other variables. For example, when
MTS was regressed onto perceived authenticity behaviors in the initial analysis, the model was
significant but the variance explained was only 3.5% and the regression coefficient was
moderately low. However, when the data were segmented and analyzed again, both the variance
explained (R2 = .221) and the regression coefficient (β = .544, p < .001) increased. This result
was not limited to this particular relationship: the variance explained and the standardized
coefficient (β) increased in all the relationships tested.
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The same was true for the relationships between servant leadership behaviors and
employee outcomes. For example, after initial testing, there were no significant relationships in
the equation predicting job satisfaction. However, when segmented by level of trust, the hightrust group’s regression coefficient for the relationships between job satisfaction and humility (β
= .317, p < .05) and courage (β = .177, p < .05) became statistically significant.
Based on the results of the additional analysis, one could surmise that while trust did not
significantly moderate every one of the relationships tested, the level of trust an employee felt
toward their leader played an important role in how that employee perceived that leader’s
behavior. Moreover, when level of trust was taken into account, one could predict how specific
servant leadership behaviors would impact the satisfaction, commitment, engagement, passion,
and job pride of the employee. For example, if an athletics director wanted to improve the level
of engagement of his or her employees, several options would be available. Only after he or she
understood their employees’ level of trust would the correct selection become clear. According
to this research, if employees felt low levels of trust, the leader should opt to focus on
forgiveness behaviors. If the employees felt moderate levels of trust, humility and accountability
behaviors would be appropriate. Finally, if the employees felt high levels of trust, then the
athletics director should focus solely on humility behavior.
Levels of Organizational Tenure
The results of this study also confirmed the importance of understanding the role of an
employee’s tenure within the workplace. After analysis, results indicated those with low tenure
(four or fewer years) perceived leadership behavior differently than did those with high tenure
(more than four years); the data were split by level of tenure and the hypotheses re-tested. The
results of the new tests indicated that while organizational tenure was found to be a significant

237
moderator of some of the relationships tested, the relationships in question were not significant
across every tenure group. Even so, after segmenting by level of tenure, significance was found
for both the low- and high-tenure groups in all but three of the relationships tested between
perceived motivation to serve and perceived servant leadership behaviors.
When athletics department employees were not segmented by tenure level, the
relationships between perceived motivation to serve and perceived empowerment, standing-back,
accountability, authenticity, humility, and stewardship behaviors were significant and positive;
under the same conditions, the relationship between perceived motivation to serve and perceived
forgiveness was significant and negative. When segmentation occurred, empowerment and
standing-back behaviors were significantly related to perceived motivation to serve only in thelow tenure group. For accountability behaviors, the relationship was only significant for those in
the high-tenure group. Lastly, for the other servant leadership behaviors, statistical significance
was found in the low- and high-tenured groups.
These results, while they might seem inconclusive, showed that tenure was an important
factor when we considered the relationships between perceived motivation to serve and
perceived servant leadership behaviors. For example, if an athletics director wanted to use
accountability behaviors as a way to lead his or her employees, they should be aware this
approach would be effective only for high-tenure employees. Likewise, if the athletics director
wanted to use empowerment behaviors, then he or she should only do so when working with
low-tenure employees.
While the data showed organizational tenure moderated the relationship between
empowerment, standing back, and stewardship behaviors and harmonious passion, that level of
tenure could impact the effective timeline of servant leadership behaviors. It seemed that as an
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employee’s tenure at their current institution increased, the strength and, at times, direction of the
relationship between perceived motivation to serve and perceived servant behavior changed. For
athletics directors, this meant that being able to shift leadership styles and behaviors based on the
tenure of your employees was an important skill.
Research regarding the impact of servant leadership showed it could have a positive
impact on employee attitudes (Mayer et al., 2008; van Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011).
Furthermore, research also suggested tenure could help explain the differences among employee
perceptions (Wright & Bonnet, 2002). An example of this was found when Gould (1979)
reported that perceptions of job complexity differed for short-tenure and long-tenured
employees. Along these lines, scholars suggested short-tenure employees were more likely to
accept modern management practices (King & Bu, 2005; Wright & Bonnet, 2002).
In contemporary servant leadership theory, Greenleaf (1977) postulated that servant
leaders sought to help their followers “grown healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, and more
likely themselves to become servants” (pp. 13-14). This definition explicitly stated the core tenet
of a servant leader was to help develop their followers. It failed to explain, however, how that
relationship changed once the employee felt as if they had achieved said growth. Thus, shorttenured employees experienced servant leadership behaviors differently from long-tenure
employees. This was in line with servant leadership theory and previous research regarding
management practices and their relationship to employee-leader relationships.
The results of this study highlighted the importance of servant leadership in the collegiate
sport workplace. Results showed the perception of servant leadership behaviors differed among
employees. Concurrent with the findings of Chan and Mak (2014), short-tenure employees
perceived leadership behaviors different from long-tenure employees. This, along with the
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insights provided by Wright and Bonnet (2002), helped shed light on the time-specific effects of
servant leadership in collegiate athletics. Athletics directors should take note that while servant
leaders enjoyed focusing on the personal and professional growth of the their employees once the
employee’s tenure surpasses short-tenure (less than five years), they were no longer open to
these behaviors and other leadership options should be explored.
Limitations
The current study was not without limitations. First, the study relied on respondents’
honest assessments of the behaviors exhibited by their athletics directors. Employees might or
might not have felt comfortable evaluating their direct report; thus, there might have been bias in
their responses that skewed the results. The researcher made every effort to ensure the anonymity
and confidentiality of each participant in the study but it remained possible that employees
responded with overly positive marks so as to avoid any type of reprisal for providing a negative
response. It was also possible that some unhappy respondents intentionally provided
overwhelmingly negative responses in order to damage their leader’s image.
Generalizability of the research findings was also a concern. While the initial response
rate of over 600 was encouraging, the removal of incomplete responses lowered the final
response rate to less than 10%. Furthermore, respondent demographics showed that over 63% of
respondents were coaches (head or assistant) and more than 67% were from small institutions.
This sample homogeneity might impede efforts to apply these results to medium or large NCAA
Division III institutions.
The overall flat organizational structure of NCAA Division III athletics departments
could help explain the large diversity of job categories but lack of diversity in job titles
represented in this study. Historically, NCAA Division III athletics departments have been
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characterized by flat organizational structures, which entail decentralized leadership, flexible
work structures, and the potential for employees to serve in multiple roles. For example, it is
common in NCAA Division III athletics for a coach to also serve in an additional capacity, e.g.,
as an assistant athletics director or academic instructor. Therefore, it was plausible that head
coaches who responded to the prompts provided in the survey could also have been serving as
assistant or associate athletics directors. It was logical to assume such individuals would have
strong working relationships with their athletics directors and thus would be well positioned to
evaluate their servant leadership behaviors.
Future Research
This study added to the broader sports leadership literature on the existence and value of
servant leadership in sporting and business contexts. All scales used to gather data had been
validated in previous studies but not in this one. To further strengthen the SLS (van Dierendonck
& Nuijten, 2011) for use in business and sport research, additional tests should be performed to
analyze the scale. For instance, conducting a confirmatory factor analysis would help determine
whether there were any overlapping latent factors within the SLS experienced by the typical
American sports employee. In the particular case of this study, two factors, standing back and
courage, fell below the desired level of internal reliability. Further analysis of each of those
subscales might expose their value, or lack thereof, in studying servant leadership in the sports
context. It might be that courage was not a valued behavior and thus not one that was strongly
perceived by sport employees when evaluating the leadership of their direct report. Future
research should consider refining the SLS into a sport-specific servant leadership scale.
Knowing that the motivation to serve others is an important tenet of servant leadership
theory, further research into why a leader would choose this leadership style is warranted.
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Leaders who are simply looking to get the most out of their employees and choose this style
because of its value might be motivated but their motives contradict those imagined by Greenleaf
(1977) when he conceptualized the servant leader. Furthermore, it might be the case that there
are situations in which a servant leadership style is the best choice and situations in which a more
authoritative approach is appropriate. This study supported the existence of servant leadership
but the data suggested not all servant leadership behaviors were present in respondents’
workplaces and that individually, they did not predict the employee outcomes hypothesized.
Future research could qualitatively investigate leadership expectations of those who work in
NCAA Division III college sports to see if those expectations are or are not congruent with the
sport leadership literature.
The role of trust in one’s leader was drastically undervalued at the start of this study but
at this point, the researcher can say with great confidence that trust played a critical role in
leadership. It would be crucial to develop a better understanding of how high levels of trust are
cultivated in the future development of programs designed to train sports leaders. With this in
mind, future research should consider what trust is, how it is perceived, and what behaviors
promote trust-building in the sports workplace.
Finally, while correlation analysis was an appropriate procedure for the hypotheses
proposed in this study, future analyses might take different approaches. For example, future
research might consider whether group differences (i.e., gender, job, institutional size) could
explain more of the relational variation than was explained here. The use of qualitative or mixedmethods research would also be appropriate to exploring leadership in the sports environment.
Conducting in-depth interviews could generate a great deal of insight into why employees trust
their leader or why leaders choose a given leadership style over another. All in all, this research
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can serve as a starting point for many directions of future research. Where researchers choose to
go from here will impact the future of sport management.
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To: Director of Athletics
From: Sean Daly, Candidate for Doctorate of Philosophy in Sport Administration
Institution: University of Northern Colorado
Dear Sir or Madam:
I am writing you this letter to request your support for your department’s participation in
my dissertation research project. The purpose of this study is to analyze what servant leadership
behaviors are perceived by NCAA DIII athletics department employees and what relationship
they have with employee-related outcomes. Specifically, this survey will analyze your
employees’ perception of your servant leadership behaviors and how they feel about: trust, job
satisfaction, work engagement, organizational commitment, passion for their job, and pride in
their job. This information will aid athletics department managers and leaders to develop better
leadership skills and determine what value their leadership skills have to their employees.
The participation of your employees will not negatively impact their abilities to do their
current job. In fact, their participation will benefit them in that they will have further
understanding of how they experience leadership within the workplace. The survey should take
no more than 9 minutes to complete.
If your employees participate, they will not incur any costs nor will they be compensated.
However, in an effort to incentivize participation, participants who submit their contact
information will be eligible for one of six giveaways. Upon completion of data collection, a
drawing for four $25 Amazon gift cards and two $50 Amazon gift cards. The winners will be
contacted via email and the cards sent to them via the U.S. Postal Service. Employees must
complete the entire questionnaire in order to be eligible.
If you have any questions or concerns about the study’s procedures, please feel free to
contact me at the email or phone number below. If you have questions or concerns regarding the
treatment of participants please contact Nicole Morse, Research Compliance Manager, Office of
Research & Sponsored Programs, Kepner Hall, University of Northern Colorado Greeley, CO
80639; 970-351-2161.
If you support your employee’s participation in this study please send the following link to the
online survey (insert link). Furthermore, if you would like to participate please follow this link
(insert link) to self-report your motivation to serve and your levels of servant leadership
behavior.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Sean Daly
PhD Candidate – Sport Administration
University of Northern Colorado
daly9952@bears.unco.edu
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To: Athletics Department Administrative Assistant
From: Sean Daly, Candidate for Doctor of Philosophy in Sport Administration
Institution: University of Northern Colorado
Dear Sir or Madam:
I am writing you this letter as it has been three weeks since the link to my survey was
opened and sent to your staff. Can you please remind all full-time employees, including yourself,
to follow this link (insert link) and complete the questionnaire?
To incentivize participation, I am giving away Amazon gift cards. Upon completion of
data collection, a drawing for four $25 Amazon gift cards and two $50 Amazon gift cards and 1
$100 Amazon gift card. The winners will be contacted via email and the cards sent to them via
the U.S. Postal Service. The catch—employees must complete the entire questionnaire in order
to be eligible. All full-time employees of the athletics department are eligible to participate and
potentially win a gift card.
I know that you are very busy, but if you wouldn’t mind, could you please send a note to
your staff with the link (below) to my questionnaire.
(LINK)
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Sean Daly
PhD Candidate – Sport Administration
University of Northern Colorado
daly9952@bears.unco.edu
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Servant Leadership Scale (Perceived)
For the following statements, respond to the prompt “My Athletics Director…” with the
following choices: Always (100% of the time), Often (75% of the time), Occasionally (50% of
the time), Seldom (25% of the time), or Never.

1

My Athletics Director…
Gives his/her staff the information they needed to do their
work

5

4

3

2

1

2

Encourages his/her staff to use their talents

5

4

3

2

1

3

Helps his/her staff to further develop themselves

5

4

3

2

1

4

Encourages his/her staff to come up with new ideas
Keeps his/her staff in the background and gives credit to
others

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

8

Holds his/her staff responsible for the work they carry out
Keeps criticizing staff members for the mistakes they have
made in their work
Takes risks even when he/she is not certain of the support
from their own manager

5

4

3

2

1

9

Is open about his/her limitations and weaknesses

5

4

3

2

1

10

Learns from criticism
Emphasizes the importance of focusing on the good of the
whole department
Gives staff authority to make decisions which make their
work easier
Does not chase recognition or rewards for the things he/she
does for others

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

Holds staff accountable for their performance
Maintains a hard attitude towards staff who have offended
him/her at work
Encourages staff to take risks and do what needs to be done
in his/her view

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

Is touched by the things they see happening around them
Tries to learn from the criticism he/she gets from their
superior

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

20

Has a long-term vision
Enables his/her staff to solve problems themselves instead
of just telling them what to do

5

4

3

2

1

21

Enjoys his/her colleagues’ success more than their own

5

4

3

2

1

22

Holds their staff responsible for the way they handle a job

5

4

3

2

1

23

5

4

3

2

1

24

Finds it difficult to forget things that went wrong in the past
Is prepared to express his/her feelings even if it might have
undesirable consequences

5

4

3

2

1

25

Admits his/her mistakes to their superior

5

4

3

2

1

26

5

4

3

2

1

27

Emphasizes the societal responsibility of our work
Offers his/her staff abundant opportunities to learn new
skills

5

4

3

2

1

28

Shows his/her true feelings to their staff

5

4

3

2

1

29

Learns from the different views and opinions of others
Tries to learn from the criticism other people express of
him/her

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5
6
7

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

30

Always

Often

Occasionally

Seldom

Never

Source: van Dierendonck and Nuijten, 2011; adapted from the Leadership Scale for Sport
(Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980)
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Job Satisfaction Scale:
Instructions: Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
based on your personal experience in your current job.

Source: Adapted from Messersmith et al. (2011)
Cronbach’s alpha: α = .83
1

In general, I like working here

2
3

In general, I don’t like my job
All things considered, I feel pretty
good about this job

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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Affective Organizational Commitment Scale

I would be very happy to
1 spend the rest of my career
with this organization
I enjoy discussing my
2 organization with people
outside it
I really feel as if this
3 organization’s problems are
my own
I think that I could easily
become as attached to
4
another organization as I am
to this one (reverse score)
I do not feel like ‘part of the
5 family’ at my organization
(R)
I do not feel “emotionally
6 attached” to this organization
(R)
This organization has a great
7 deal of personal meaning to
me
I do not feel a strong sense of
8 belonging to my organization
(R)
Source: Allen & Meyer (1990).

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Cronbach’s alpha: α = .83 (after 144 studies and 47, 073 participants)
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Job Engagement Scale
1
2
3
4
5

2

3
4

5
6

Disagree

Undecide
d

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Undecide
d

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

I really “throw” myself into my
job
Sometimes I am so into my job
that I lose track of time
This job is all-consuming; I am
totally into it
My mind often wanders and I
think of other things when doing
my job (R)
I am highly engaged in this job

Organizational Engagement
Scale
1

Strongly
Disagree

Being a member of this
organization is very captivating
One of the most exciting things
for me is getting involved with
things happening in this
organization
I am really not into the “goingson” in this organization (R)
Being a member of this
organization makes me come
“alive”
Being a member of this
organization is exhilarating for
me
I am highly engaged in this
organization

Source: Saks (2006).
Cronbach’s alphas:
Job Engagement Scale: α = .82
Organizational Engagement Scale: α = .90
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Harmonious Passion
1

2

3

My work is in harmony
with other activities in
my life
My work is in harmony
with other things that
are part of me.
My work is well
integrated in my life

Obsessive Passion
1

2
3

I have almost an
obsessive feeling for my
work
If I could, I would only
work
I have the feeling that
my work controls me

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Undecided Agree

Undecided Agree

Sources: Vallerand et al. (2003).
Cronbach’s alphas:
Harmonious Passion: α = .77
Obsessive Passion: α = .90
Marsh et al. (2013).
Cronbach’s alphas: Harmonious Passion: α = .74, Obsessive Passion: α = .99

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Job Pride Scale
Pride in Job Scale
1

2

3

I feel especially
respected in social
settings when I
discuss my job in
sports
My job gives me a
feeling of
importance when
talking to others
outside work
In social settings, I
feel valued and
admired because of
my job

Source: Todd & Harris (2009).
Cronbach’s alpha: α = .76

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5
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1. Gender:

Male
Female

Transgender Male
Transgender Female

Do not identify

2. Age: ______
3. How many years have you worked in intercollegiate sport? _______
4. How many years have you worked for your current institution? ______
5. Which of the following is closest to the job title you hold?
Associate Athletic Director
Assistant Athletic Director
Manager
Head or Assistant Coach
Administrative support
Director of Athletics
6. Do you directly report to the Athletics Director? (yes or no)
7. Institution size:
Small: 2,999 or fewer
Medium: 3,000–9,999
Large: 10,000 or more
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Trust in Leader Scale
Trust in Leader

Strongly
Disagree
Disagree

I feel confident that
my leader treats me
1
2
fairly
2
My manager would
never try to gain an
1
2
advantage by
deceiving workers
3
I have complete faith
in the integrity of my
1
2
manager/supervisor
Source: 3 items taken from Podsakoff et al. (1990).

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3

4

5

3

4

5

3

4

5

1

Cronbach’s alpha: α = .77 (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Lui et al., 2010)
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Instructions: Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
based on your experience as a leader.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

I am the type of leader who
tends to look out for the
interest of my subordinates
I am the type of leader who is
inclined to promote the career
interest of my subordinates
I am the type of leader who is
inclined to help my
subordinates take care of their
work-related issues
I am the type of leader who
uses his/her career to help my
subordinates on and off the job
I am the type of leader who is
passionate about
transforming the lives of my
subordinates
I am the type of the leader who
likes to use his/her career to
serve his/her subordinates

Source: Ng et al. (2008).
Cronbach’s alpha: α = .82 (Amah, 2015).
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CONSENT FORM FOR HUMAN PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH
Project Title: Perceived Servant Leadership & Employee Outcomes in National Collegiate
Athletic Association Division III Athletics Departments
Graduate Researcher:
Sean F. Daly, Sports Administration, daly9952@bears.unco.edu
Co-Research Advisors:
Dr. Alan Morse, Sport Administration, 970-351-1722, alan.morse@unco.edu
Dr. Brent Oja, Sport Administration, 970-351-1725, brent.oja@unco.edu
Purpose and Description: The purpose of this study is to analyze what servant leadership
behaviors are perceived by NCAA DIII athletics department employees and what relationship
they have with employee-related outcomes. Specifically, this survey will analyze your perception
of your direct report’s servant leadership behaviors and how you feel about your trust in leader,
job satisfaction, work engagement, commitment toward your organization, passion for your job,
and pride in your job. This information will aid athletics department managers and leaders to
develop better leadership skills and determine what value their leadership skills have to their
employees.
Research participants do not stand to benefit directly except for having further
understanding of how they experience leadership within the workplace. There are no inherent
risks to participating in this study. Participants will not incur any costs nor will the researcher
compensate them. Participants who submit their contact information will be eligible for one of
six giveaways. Upon completion of data collection, a drawing for four $25 Amazon gift cards
and two $50 Amazon gift cards. The winners will be contacted via email and the cards sent to
them via the U.S. Postal Service.
The survey should take no more than 9 minutes to complete. Participation is voluntary
and anonymous. No information, in the primary survey, will be collected that connects an
individual participant with their workplace or institution. You may decide not to participate in
this study and if you begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time.
Your decision will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are otherwise
entitled. Having read the above if you have any questions you can email or call me at the contact
written above.
If you don’t have any questions and would like to participate in this study then please
complete the questionnaire. By completing the questionnaire, you will give us permission for
your participation. You may keep this form for future reference. If you have any concerns about
your selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact Nicole Morse, Research
Compliance Manager, Office of Research & Sponsored Programs, Kepner Hall, University of
Northern Colorado Greeley, CO 80639; 970-351-2161.
___________________________
Researcher Signature

__________
Date

